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HE following Queries were drawn up, a 

few Tears ago, at the Requeſt of Friendsz 
when I had not the leaſt apprehenſion of their 

ever appearing in Print, as might be gueſs'd 

[from the negligence of the Style and Compoſition. 
LThe Occaſion of them was this. A Clergyman 

in the Country, well eſteem'd in the Neighbour- 

VDood where He lived, had unhappily fallen 
in with Dr. Clarke's Notions of the Trinity; 
aud began to eſpouſe them in a more open and 
unguarded manner than the Doctor Himſelf 

had done. This gave ſome uncaſineſs to the 

Clergy in thoſe Parts, who could not but be 
"We, concern'd to find a fundamental Article © 
F Religion called in Queſtion; and that too 

by one of their own Order, and whom They 

ad a true Concern and Value for. It was 
breſumed, that a ſincere and mgenuous Man 
las He appeared to be) might, upon proper 
ſpplication, be inclinable to alter his Opi- 
nion: And that the moſt probable way to 
bring Him to a Senſe of his miſtake, was to 
put Him to defend it, ſo long till He might | 

. — — perhaps 


1 


1 # 


perhaps ſee reaſon to believe that it was not 
defenſible. With theſe Thoughts, I was pre- 
vailed upon to draw up a few Queries (the 
fame that appear now, excepting only ſome . 
flight verbal Alterations) and when I had 
done, gave them to a common Friend to con- 
vey to Him. I was the more mclined to it, 
for my own Inſtruction and Improvement, in 
fo momentous and important an Article: Be- 
ider, that I had long been of Opinion, that 
no method could be more proper for the train - 
ing up one's Mind to a true and ſound udg - 
ment of Things, than that of private Con. 
ference in Writing; exchanging Papers,. 
making Anſwers, Replies, and Rejoinders, 
till an Argument ſhould be exhauſted on both 
Sides, and a Controverſy at length brought 
to a Point. In that private way (if it can 
be private) a Man writes with Eaſineſs and 
Freedom; is in no pain about any innocent 
Slips or Miſtakes; is under little or no Temp - 
lation to perſiſt obſtinately in an Error (the 
Bane of all publick Controverſy) but con- 
ceru'd only to find out the Truth, which on 
what Side ſoever it appears) is always Victory 
to every honeſt Mind. - | 
I had not long gone on with my Correſpon- 
dent, before I found all my Meaſures broken, 
and my Hopes intirely fruſtrated. He had 
ſent Me, in Manuſcript, an Anſwer to m 
Queries; which Anſwer I received and read 
with due Care; promis d Him immediately af 
Reply i 
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| Reply; and ſoon after prepared and finiſh'd 


2t, and convey'd it ſafe to his Hands, Then 


it was, and not till then, that He diſcovered 
to Me what He had been doing; ſignifying, 
by Letter, how He had been over perſwaded 


to commit his Anſwer, with my Queries, to 


the Preſs; that They had been there ſome 


time, and could not now be recalled; that I 


muſt follow Him thither, if I intended any 
thing farther ; and muſt adapt my publick De- 
fenſe to his publick Anſwer, now altered and 
improved, from what it bad been in the 
Manuſcript which had been ſent me. This 
News ſuirpriged Me a little at the firſt; and 
WM /orry I was to find my Correſpondent ſo ex- 
= :remely deſirous of inſtructiug Others, inſtead 
= of taking the moſt prudent and conſiderate Me- 


thod of informing Himſelf. As He had left 


Me no Choice, but either to follow Him to the 
Preſs, or to deſiſt, I choſe what I thought moſt 


Proper at that Time ; leaving Him to inſtruct 


the Publick as He pleaſed, deſigning my Self 
to keep out of Publick Controverſy; or, at 


eaſt, not deſigning the Contrary. But, at 
Length, e e that Copies of my Defenſe 


were got abroad into ſeveral Hands, and 
might perhaps, ſome time or other, ſteal into 
the Preſs without my Knowledge; and con- 
idering farther that this Controverſy now 
began to grow Warm, and that it became 


every honeſt Man, according to the Meaſure 
F his Abilities, to bear his Teſtimony in ſo 
1 3 good 
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good a Canſe; I thought it beſt to reviſe my 
Papers, to give them my laſt Hand, and to 
ſend Them abroad into the World; whereThey 
mult ſtand or fall (as 1 deſire They ſhould) © 
according as They are found to have more or 
leſs Truth or Weight in Them. 2, 
Dr. Clarke has lately publiſhed a Second 
Edition of his Scripture- Doctrine. Where, I 
perceive, He has made ſeveral Additions and 
Alterations, but has neither retracted, nor 
defended 7ho/e Parts, which Mr. Nelſon's 4 
learned Friend had judiciouſiy replied to, in 
his True Scripture- Doctrine continued. I hope, 
impartial Readers will take care to read One 
along with the Other. A 
One thing 1 muſt obſerve, for the Doctors 
Honour, that in his new Edition He has left 
out theſe words of his former Introduction. 
lis plain that every Perſon may reaſon- 
* ably agree to ſuch Forms, whenever He can 
« in any Senſe at all reconcile them with 
** Serepture. I hope, none hereafter will pre- 
tend to make uſe of the Doctors Authority, 
for ſubſcribing t Forms which They believe 
uo according to the true and proper Senſe of | 
the Words, and the known intent of the Im- 
poſers, and Compilers. Such Prevarication 7s iſ 
in it ſelf a bad Thing, and would, in Time, 
bave a very ill Influence on the Morals of a 
Nation. If either State-Oaths, on the one Hand, 
or Church Subſcriptions, on the Other, once 


Fore. to be mage {ght of; and Subtilties be 


mnven- 


4 C 
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inveuted to defend or palliate ſuch groſs In- 
ſincerity; we may bid farewell to Principles, 
and Religion will be little elſe but diſguis'd 
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The learned Doctor, in his Introduction, 


= has inſerted, by way of Note, a oo Quota- 


tion out of Mr, Nelſon's Life of Biſhop Bull. 
He can hardly be preſumed to intend any 


Parallel berween Biſhop Bull's Caſe and his 
= own: And yet Readers may be apt ſo to 
tale it, ſiuce the Doctor has not guarded 


againft it, and ſince otherwiſe it will not be 
eaſy to make out the pertinence of it. The 
Doctor has undoubtedly ſome meaning in it, 
tho I will not preſume to gueſs what. He 
* obſerves, That there is an exact account 
given, what Method that learned Writer 
„ (Biſhop Bull) r to explarn the Doctrine 
of Juſtification (vi. the very ſame and only 


oo 


: © Method which ought to be taken in explain- 
ing all other Doftrines whatſoever) how 


Sealouſiy He was accuſed by many Syſtema- 
** rical Dzvines, as departing from the Do- 
* Frine and Articles of the Church, in what 
He had done; how learnedly and effectually 
© He defended Himſelf againſt all his Adver- 
** faries; and how ſucceſsful at length his Ex- 


* plication was, it being after ſome Tears 


** almoſt univerſally recezved. This account 
is true, but defective; and may want a Sup- 
Plement for the Benefit of common Readers, 


* IntroduR. p. 25, 26. . 
A 4 who 
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who may wiſh to know, what that excellent 


Method of Biſhop Bill's ur, by means of 


which his Eeplicatio proved ſo ſucceſsful , 


and came at length to be almoſt univerſally 


received. It was as follows. 
r. In the firſt place, his way was to ex- 


amine carefully into Scripture, more than into 
zhe Nature and Reaſon of the Thing abſtratt- 


edly conſider'd. He pitchd upon Tick Texts 
as were pertinent, and cloſe to the Point; 
did not chuſe Them according to the Sound 
only, but their real: Senſe; which He ex- 


Plain'd juſtly and naturally, without any wreſt. 
ing or ſtraining. He neither neglected nor dil- 


lembled the utmoſt force of any Texts which 
ſeem'd to male againſt Him; but propoſed them 


fairly, and anſwer'd them ſolidly; wzthout 


an) artificial Eluſions, or any ſubtile or fur- 
prizing G/ofſes. 


2. In the next place. however cogent and 


forcivte his redſouings from Scripture appear- 
ed to be, yet He modeſtly declined being con- 


fident of them, unleſs He could find them li be- 


Wiſe ſupported by the general Veraitt of the 
primitive Charch; for which He always ex- 
Preſsd a moſl religious Regard and Venera- 
tion: believing it eaſier for himſelf to err 
in interpreting Scripture, than for the univer- 


ſal Churcb to have erred from the Beginning. 
To paſs by many other Inſtances of his ſincere 
and RY Regard 70 Antiquity, I ſhall here 


neu- 
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mention one only. He * tells Dr. Tully, 28 
IE zhe moſt ſerious and ſolemn manner imagin- 
able, that if there could but be found any 
one Propoſition, that He had maintain d in 
all his Harmony, repugnant to the Doctrine 
„f the Catholick and Primitive Church, He 
would immediately give up the Cauſe, ſit 
down contentedly under the reproach of a No- 
© veliſt, openly retract his Error or Hereſy, 
make a ſolemn Recantation in the Face of the 
= Chriſtian World, and bind himſelf to per- 
P petnal ſilente ever after. He knew very well 
= what He ſaid; being able to ſhow, by an 
= Hiſtorical Deduction that his Doctrine had 
been the conſtant Doctrine of the Church of 
= Chriſt, f down to the Days of Calvin, in the 
{ Szxteenth Century. > oo 
= 3. Be ſides this, He demonſtrated, very 
= clearly, that the moſt anticut and valuable 
= Confeſſions f the Reformed Churches Abroad 
| were intirely in his Sentiments. He examin'd 
= them with great Care and Exattneſs, and 
| anſwer'd the contrary Pretences largely and 
| /olidly. | 5 3 
4. To compleat All, He vindicated his Do- 
Arie farther, from the concurring Sentiments 
of our own moſt early, and moſt judicious 
Reformers: As alſo from the Articles, Cate- 
chiſm, Liturgy, aud Homilies of the Church 
| of England; And this with great accuracy 


* Bull. Apolog. Contr. Tull. p. 7. 
# Bull, Apol. Contr, Tull. p. 50, 51. 


aud 
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and ſtrength of Reaſon, without the mean 
Arts of Equivocation r Sophiſtry. 2 5 
5. 1 may add, fifthly, that 955 manner of 
Writing was the moſt convincing, and moſt 
ingaging imaginable: Acute, ſtrong, and ner- 
vous; learned throughout; and ſincere to 42 
ferupulous Exactneſc, withont artificial Co- 
fours or ſtudied Diſguiſes, which He utterly | 
abhor d. The good and great Man breaths i 
in every Line : A Reader, after a few Pages, 
may be tempted almoſt to throw off his Guard, 
end to reſigu Himſelf implicitely into ſo ſafe 


Hands. A Man thus qualified and accom- T 


pliſb d, having true Judgment to take the 
right Side of a Queſtion; and Learning, Ability, 
and Integrity to ſet it off to the greateſt Ad- 
vantage, could not fail of Succeſs ; eſpecially 
conſidering that the moſt judicious and learu- 
ed of our Clergy, and Thoſe beſt affected to 
the Church of England (ſuch as Dr. Ham- 
mond. Wc.) had been in the ſame Sentiments 
before; and Biſhop Bull's bittereſt Adver- 


feries were moſtly Syſtematical Men (pro- 


perly ſo called) and ſuch as had been bred 
np (during the great Rebellion) in the Pre- 
deſtinarian and Antinomian Tenets, as Mr. | 
® Nelfon obſerves. There was another Cir- 
enmftance which Mr. Nelſon alſo takes f no- 


tice of, namely, his writing in Latin : Which i 


ſhowed his thorough Judgment of Men and 
» Nelſon's Life of Bull, pag. 98. 
+ Nelſon's Life of Bull, page 94 


| Things. | | 
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Typing. He would not write to the Vulgar 
and Unlearned (which is beginning at the 


wrong end, and doing nothing) but to the 
Learned and Judicious; know:ng it to be the 


fureſt and the ſhorteſt way; and that, if the 


Point be gain'd with Them, the reſt come in 
of Courſe; if not, all is to no purpoſe. This 
became a Man, who had a Cauſe that He 


could truſt to; and confided only in the ſtrength 


| of his Reaſons. By ſuch laudable and ingenu- 


ous Methods, that excellent Man prevailed 


over his Adverfaries; Truth over Error, Anti- 


quity over Novelty, the Church of Chriſt 
over Calvin and his Diſciples. If any Man 
elſe has ſuch a Cauſe to defend as Biſhop 
Bull had, and is able to manage it in ſuch a 


x Method, by ſhowing that it ſtands upon the 


= /ame immoveable Foundations of Scripture and 


Antiquity, confirm'd by the concurring Senſe of 
the judicious part of Mankind; then He need 
not doubt but it will prevail and proſper, in 
any Proteſtant Country, as univertally as the 
other did. But if ſeveral of thoſe Circum- 
ſtances, or the moſt conſiderable of them, be 
wanting; or if Circumſtances be contrary, 
then it is as vain to expect the like Succeſs, 
as it is to expect Miracles. It muſt not be 
forgot, that the ſame good and great Prelate, 
afterwards, by the ſame fair and honourable - 


| Methods, the ſame ſtrength of Reaſon and 
| profound Learning, gain'd as compleat a” 
 Vifory ever the Ariaus, in regard to the 


Due- 
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See about the Faith of the Ante Nicene 


'athers: And his. Determination, zn that 
particular, was, and ſtill is, among Men of 
the greateſt Learning and Judgment, as uni- 
verſally ſubmitted to as the other. His ad- 
mirable Treatiſe (by which He being dead yet 
 ſpeaketh) remains unanſwer'd 70 this Day; 
and will abide Victorious to the End. But 
enough of this. 

1 am obliged to ſay ſomething in Defence 
ef my general Title. (A Vindication of Chriſt's | 
Divinity) &ecan/e, 1 find, Mr. Potter, ſince de- 
ceas'd, was rebuked by an Anonymous Hand | 
for ſuch a Title. The pretences is, that our 
Adver ſaries do not diſown Chriſt's Divinity, 


4 the Title inſinuates. But to what purpoſe | 


is it for Them to contend about a Name, 
when they give up the Thing? It looks too 
Hike Mockery (though They are far from in- 
teuding it) and cannot but remind us of, Hail 

King of the Jews. No body ever ſpeaks of 
the Divinity of Moſes, or of Majeſtrates, or 
af Angels, though called Gods in Scripture. 
F Chriſt be God, in the relative Senſe only, 
why ſhould we ſpeak of his Divinity, more 
than of the Other? The Chriſtian Church has 
all along uſed the word Divinity, in the ſtrict 
and proper Senſe: If we muſt change the Idea, 
let us change the Name too; and tall no more 
of Chriſi's Divinity, but of his Mediatorſhip 
only, or at moſt, Kingſhip. This will be the 
* Apelogy for Dr. Clarke Pref. 


way 
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way to prevent Equivocation, keep up pro- 
| pricty of Language, and ſhut out falſe Ideas. 
I know uo Divinity, but ſuch as I have de- 
UW fended: The other, falſly ſo called, is really | 


none. So much for the Title. 1 
In the Work it ſelf, I have endeavor'd to 
unravel Sophiſtry, detect Fallacies, and take 
off Diſguiſes, in order to ſet the Controverſy 
upon a clear Foot; allowing only for the 


Myſteriouſneſs of the Subject. The Gentle- 


men of the New way have hitherto kept 
pretty much in generals, and avoided coming 
ro the pinch of the Queſtion. If they pleaſe 
to ſpeak to the Point, and put the Cauſe up- 


on a ſhort Iſſue, as may eaſily be done, that 


g all that is deſird. I doubt not but all 
Attempts of that kind will end (as they have 


ever done) in the clearing up of the Truth, 


the Diſappointment of its Oppoſers, the Foy 
of good Men, and the Honour of our Bleſſed 
Lord; whoſe Divinity has been the Rock of 
Offence to the Diſputers of this World, ow 


for 1600 Tears; always attack'd by ſome or 


other, in every Age, and always Triumphant. 
To Him, with the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt, 


bree Perſons of the fame divine Power, Sub. 
* ſtance, and Perfections, be all Honour and 


Glory, in all Churches of the Saints, now 
and for eyermore. 
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Compare the following TExTSs. 

I am the Lord, and there 

is none elſe; There is 
no God beſides me, Ja. 


. 
ag” there a God beſides 


The Ward wit Cal 
Joh. 1. I. | 


Thy Throne, O God, 
Heb. 1. 8 


Chriſt came, who is o- 


me? Yea, there 1s no 
God, I know not any, La. 


BY 7 os. 
Th am God and there 1s 


ver all God bleſſed for ever, 
Rom. 9. 5. 

Who being in the Form 
of God, Phil, 2. . 


none like me; Before me 
there was no God form'd, |nefs of his Glory, and the 
neither ſhall there be after Expreſs Image of his Per- 
me, Uſa. 46. 9. ſon, Heb. 1. 3. 


QUERY -L 
Whether all other Beings, beſides the one Supreme God, be 
not excluded by the Texts of Iſaiah (to which many 
more might be added) and conſequent by, whether Chriſt 
can be God at all, unleſi he be the ſame with the Su- 
preme God? p. 2. | 


QUERY I. 
* Thhether the Texts of the New Teſtament (in the ſecond 
Column) do not ſhow'that He (Chriſt) is not excluded, 
and therefore muſt be the ſame God? p. 6. 
QUERY III. 


| Tihether the Word (God) in Scripture, can reaſonably be 
ſuppos'd ta carry an ambiguous meaning; or be us'd in 


a dif- 


Who being the Bright- 
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A different Senſe, when applied to the Father and Son, 
© in the ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame verſe? {See 
Joh. 1. 1.) %. 47. 


QUERY V. 


mpeiber, ſuppoſmy the Scripture- Notion of God to be wa 

more than that of the Author and Governor of the 
Univerſe, or whatever it be, the admitting of Another 
to be Author and Governor of the Univerſe, be ut 
admitting another God; contrary to the Texts bejore 
cited from Iſaiah; and alſo to Ita. 42. 8.——48. 11. 
where he declares, He will not give his Glory to Ano- 
ther? p. 73. 15 : 


5 QUERY V. 
I heiber Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the Authority of Fa- 
= ther and Son being One, tho they are two diſtinct Beings, 
makes them not to be two Gods, As a King upon the 
Throne and his Son adminiſtring the Father's Go- 
vernment , are not two Kings, be not trifling and 
incon/iſtent,.* For, if the King's Son be not a King, be 
cannot truly be called King; if he is, then there are 
= two Kings. So, if the Son be not God in the Scrip- 
| ture-Notion of God, he cannot truly be called God; 
= ard then how is the Doctor conſiſtent 29ith Scripture, or 
with Himſelf? But if the Son be truly God, there are 
two Gods upon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as plainly as 
that one and one are two: and ſo all the Texts of 
Ifaiah cited above, beſides others, ſtand full and clear 
* againſt the Dottor's Notion. p. 79. 


TEXTS, proving an Unity of divine At- 
tributes in Father and Sou, applied 


To the one God, | To the Son, 


Thou, even Thou only | He knew all Men &c. Job. 
knoweſt the Hearts of all] 2» 24. Thou knows - 
FE 8 the 


Va es 
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Compare the following TExTS. 


T am the Lord, and there The Word was God , 
is none elſe; | There is Joh. 1. 1. 
no God beſides me, Ja. Thy Throne, O God, 


45» 5. | Heb. 1. 8 | | 
Is there a God beſides Chriſt came, who is o- 


me? Yea, there is no ver all God bleſſed for cver, 
God, I know not any, {/a. Rom. 9. 5. 


44. 8. Who being in _— Form 
I am God and there is of God, Phil. 2. 6. 


none like me; Before me] Who being the Bright- 
there was no God form'd, |nefs of his Glory, and the 
neither ſhall there be after expreſs Image of his Per- 


me, Ila. 46. 9 ſon, Heb. 1. 3. 
QUERY I. 

Whether all other Beings, beſides the one Supreme God, be 
not excluded by the Texts of Iſaiah (to which m 


more might be added) and conſequently, whether Chrif 


can be God at all, unleſs he be the ſame with the Su- 
preme God? p. 2. 


QUERY IL 


| TWhether the Texts of the New Teſtament (in the ſecond 
Column) do not ſhow'that He (Chriſt) is not excluded, 
and therefore muſt be the ſame God? p. 6. 


QU-E RY UT. 
TVhether the Word (Cod) in Scripture, can reaſonably be 
ſuppos'd to carry an ambiguous meanings or be ns'd in 


a dif- 
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a different Senſe, when applied to the Father and Son, 
in the ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame verſe? {See 
4 Joh. 1. 1.) p. 47. 

A "WU ELY Iv. 


Whether , ſuppoſing the Scripture-Notion of God to be wa 
more than that of the Author and Governor of the 
Univerſe, or whatever it be, the admitting of Another 
to be Author and Governor of the Univerſe , be mot 
admitting another God; contrary to the Texts bejore 
cited from Iſaiah ; and alſo to Ita. 42. 8.——48. 11. 
where he declares, He will not give his Glory to Ano- 
ther? p. 73. a 


= hether Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the Authority of Fa- 
= rther and Son being One, tho they are two diſtinit Beings, 
makes them not to be two Gods, As a King upon the 
Throne and his Son adminiſtring the Father's Go- 
| vernment, are not two Kings, be not trifling and 

inconſiſtent? For, if the King's Son be not a King, be 
cannot truly be called King; if he is, then there are 
= two Kings. So, if the Son be not God in the Scrip- 
= zure-Notion of God, he cannot truly be called God; 
and then how is the Doctor conſiſtent 29th Scripture, or 
with Himſelf? But if the Son be truly God, there are 
two Gods pon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as plainly as 

that one and one are two: and ſo all the Texts of 

Iſaiah cited above, beſides others, ſtand full and clear 
* againſt the Doctars Notion. p. 79. 


TEXT, proving an Unity of divine At- 
= tributes in Father and Son, applied 


To the one God. | To the Son, 
Thou, even Thou only | He knew all Men &c. oh. 
knoweſt the Hearts of all] 2. 24. Thou knowelt - 
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| Things, Joh. 16. 30. which 


the Children of Men, 1 
Kings 8. 39. 

I the Lord ſearch the 
Heart; I try the Reins, 


. "ers 17+ 10: | 
7 1 5 the firſt, and I am 


the laſt, and beſides me there 
is no God, Iſa. 44. 6. 
I ͤ am A and Q, the be- 
pinning and the end, Rev. 
1. 8. | 
King of Kings, and Lord 
of Lords, 1 Tim. 6. 15. 


The mighty God, Ia. 
: Js I Þþ+ 


Lord over all, Rom. 
10. 12. 


and Finite? p. 89. 


QUERY VII. 

Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Eternity are not one 
and the ſame with the Son's, being alike deſcrib'd, and 
in the ſame phraſes? p. 100. N 
QUERY VIII. 8 
Whether Eternity does not imply neceſſary Exiſtence of 
the Sow; which is inconſiſtent with the Doctor's Scheme? 
And whether the & Doftor hath not made an eluſive, 


* Reply p. 227- 


the Reins and 
| Rev. 2. z. 


| 13: 


of Kings, Rev. 17. 14— 


knoweſt the Hearts of all 

Men, Acts 1. 24. 
I am he that ſearcheth 

the Heart, 


I am the firſt, and I am 
the laſt, Rev. 1. 17, 
| Tam A and Q, the begin. 
ning and the end, Rev. 22. 


Lord of Lords, and King 


19. 16. : 
The mighty God, I/. C. 


He is Lord of all, Acl, 
70. 76. | 


| &C. Rom. 9. 5. 


I. 1 
Whether the ſame Charafteriſticks , eſpecially ſuch eminent 
ones, can reaſonably be underſtood of wo diſtinct Beings ; 
and of one Infinite and Independent, the other Dependent 


| Over all God bleſled , 


bh. + 


equivo- 


The CONTENTS. 
equivocating Anſwer ro the Objection, fince the Son may 
W le 4 neceſſary Emanation from the Father, by the 
Will and Power of the Father, without any Contradi- 
Aion? Will is one thing, and Arbitrary Will another. 
WP. 121. | 


EQ UE EY IX 
Vaether the divine Attributes, Omniſcienee, Ubiquity, 
&c. thoſe individual Attributes can be communicaied 
without the divine Eſſence, from which they are injepa= 
rable? p. 164. | | 
ether, if they (the Attributes belonging to the Son) 
be not Individually the ſame, they can be any thing 
more than faint Reſemblances of them, differing from 
them as Finite from Infinite; and then in what Senfe, 
or with what Truth can the Doctor pretend that & all 
divine Powers, except abſolute Supremacy and Inde- 
pendency, are communicated to the Son? And whether 
every Being, beſides the one Supreme Being, muſt not ne- 
ceſſarily be a Creature and Finite; and whether all 
divine Powers can be communicated to a Creature, In- 
finite Perfection to a Finite Being? p. 174. 


U 

Verber if the Doctor means by divine Powers, Powers given 

% God (in the ſame Senſe as Avrgelical Powers are di- 
vine Powers) only in a higher Degree than are "hag 

o other Beings; it be not equivocating and ſaying nothing: 
| Nothing that can come up to the Senſe of thoſe Texts be- 

| fore cited, + or to theſe following? p. 18 1. Fs 


Applied | 
To the one God. To God the Son. 
Thou, even Thou, art] All things were made by 
"rd alone; Thou haſt] him, Joh. 1. 3. By him 
* Scripture Dor. p. 298. 3 F Query 6. p. 89. 


were 


* 
i 


* > 
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made Heaven, the Heaven | were all things Created; N 2 
of Heavens with all their | is before all things and 5 % 
Hoft, the Earth, and all] him all things Conſiſt, C 
things W are therein &c. 4%. 1. 16. 17. 5 
Neh. 9. 6. Thou, Lord, in the Bed 1 
In the Beginning, God] ginning, haſt laid the ro 
Created the Heavens and | dation of the Earth; ang 
the Earth, Gen. 1. 1. the Heavens are the Wolf 
fof thy Hands, Heb. 1. 10. 


Q E R Y XII. 8 
TPhether the Creator of all Things was not , himſelf Uncreatt 5 


LO 


ed; and therefore could not be 5 Cox deu, ma ay 
out LM nothing? p. 194. 


QUERY XIII. 


Whether there can be any Midale between being made 018 
of nothing, and out of ſomething ; that is, between þ ou 1 
out of nothing, and out of the Father's Subſtance ; bf 
teen being eſſentially God, and being a Creature 
Whether, conſequently, the Son muſt nat "be either eſſen 75 
tially God, or elſe a Creature? p. 202. 15 


QUER Y XIV. 


Whether Dr. Clarke, who every here denies the Con 2 5 
ſtantiality of the Son as abſurd and contradictory, du 


not, of Conſequence , affirm the Son to be a Creatun + 
7 ON ovTwy, and ſo fall under his own cenſure, 4 1 
is ä ? p- 212. 1 
Q USEKRY XV. 5 

Whether he alſo muſt not, of Conſequence , affirm of 4M; 


Son, that there was a time when he was not, / 
God muſt exiſt before the Creature; and therefore 
again Self-condemn'd (See prop. 16. Scrip. Dor. 
| Al 


1 5 The CONT ENTS. 

He 7% | And whether he does not equivocate in ſaying * elſewhere 4 
= that the ſecond Perſon has been always with the firſt ; 

and that there has been no time, when he was not ſo : 


And laſtly, whether it be not a vain and weak, attempt 
to pretend to any midale Way between the Orthodox 


"Y and the Arians; or to carry the Son's Divinity the leaſt 
ann ; aids Wit hoi 20 1 - 
1 higher than they did, without taking in the Conſubſtan- 


tiality? p. 214. 


Divine Worſhip due ; 
1 1 To the one God. - To Chriſt. 
ad Thou ſhalt have no o- | They worſhip'd him, 
ther Gods before me, Exod. | Luk, 24. 25. Sl 
1 L.et all the Angels of God 
Thou ſhalt Worſhip the | worſhip him, Heb. 1. 6. 
Lord thy God, and him | That all Men ſhould ho- 
o only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matt. nour the Son, even as they 
bein 4. 10. honour the Father 5 Toh. 
1 5.23. 
ure as | | 
ſſen 55 QUEER T-:AVL. | 
Imperher by theſe (of the firſt Column) and the like Texts, 
= Adoration and Worſhip be not ſo appropriated to the one 
God, as to belong to him only? p. 229. 


QUER Y XVII. 


Whether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and Adoration be not e- 
qually due to Chriſt ; and conſequently, whether it muſt 
not follow that he is the one God, and not ( as the A- 
rians ſuppoſe) a diſtinct inferior Being? P. 252. 


QUER Y XVIII. - 


Fhether Morſbip and Adoration, both from Men and Angels, 
was not due to him, long before the Commencing of his 
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Mediatorial Kingdom, 4s he was their Creator aud 
Preſerver (See Col. 1. 16, 17.) And whether that be 


not the ſame Title to Adoration which God the Father 


bath, as Author and Governor of the Univerſe, upon the 1 


Doctor's own Principles? p. 267. 
T 


Whether the Dotlor hath not given a very partial Account IF 


of Joh. 5. 23. founding the Honour due to the Son, 7 | 
on this only, that the Father hath committed all Judg- 


ment to the Son; when the true Reaſon aſſigu'd by our 


Saviour, and illuſtrated by ſeveral Inſtances, is, that the 
Son doth the ſame things that the Father doth, hath the 


** 
5 1 


ſame Power and Authority of doing what he will; and 
therefore has a Title to as great Honour, Reverence, and 
Regard, as the Father himſelf hath* And it is no Ob- 
jection to this, that the Son is there ſaid to do nothing 
of himſelf, or to have all given Him by the Father 
ſince it is own'd that the Father is the Fountain of all, 

from whom the Son derives, in an ineffable manner, biz 1 


Eſſence and Powers, ſo as to be one with. him, p- 278. 5 


QUERY-:XX, 


Whether the Doctor need have cited 300 Texts, wide of th: 
purpoſe, to prove what no Body denies, namely a Subor-Wi 


* 78 
e 


dination, in ſome Senſe, of the Son to the Father; couli® | 
He have found but one plain Text againſt his Eternity i 


or Conſubſtantiality, the points in Queſtion? p. 298. 


„ 


#/hether he be not forc'd to ſupply his want of Scripture- 


proof by very ſtraind and remote Inferences, and ver 


uncertain Reaſonings from the Nature of a thing, confeſ. 


ſedly, Obſcure and above Comprehenſion; and yet nl 
more ſo than God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience if 
or other Attributes, which yet we are obliged to acknow'W 


ledge for certain Truths? p. 304g, 
QU ER 


Row 
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15 QUER MV XXII. 
inpeiber his (the Doctor's). whole Performance, whenever 
== He differs from us, be any thing more than a Repetition 
of this Aſſertion, that Being and Perſon are the ſame, 
or that there is no Medium berween Tritheiſm and Sa- 
bellianiſm 4 which is removing the Cauſe from Scripture 
to natural Reaſon ; not ver) Confiiently with the Title of 
his Book, p. 326. 

95 Whether the Doctor's Notion of the Trinity be more clear 
and intelligible than the other? . 
The Difficulty in the Conception of the Trinity is, how Three 


TL == Perſons can be One God. 
s Does the Doctor deny that every One of the Perſons, ſingly, 
% is God? No: Does he deny that God is One? No: how 
ing then are Three One, CE 

er; Tot Does one and the ſame Authority, exerciſed by all, make 


all, $8 them one, numerically or individually one and the ſame 
Li God? That is hard to concerve how three diſtinct Beings, 
= according to the Doctor's Scheme, can be individually one 
BY God, that is, three Perſons one Perſon. 

= /f there/ore one God neceſſarily ſignifies but one Perſon, the Con- 
= ſequence is irreſiſtible ; either that the Father is that one 
= Perſon, and none elſe, which is downright Sabellianiſm; 
or that the three Perſons are three Gods. 


0 
Was 
ö 


ty Thus the Doctor's Scheme is liable to the ſame Difficulties 
96.88 with the other. 


pere is indeed one eaſy way of coming off aud that is, 
= by ſaying that the Son and Hoh. Spirit are nether of 


rt. them God, in the Scripture-ſenſe of the Word, But this 
ver is cutting the Knot, inſtead of untying it; and is in ef- 
„ect ic ſay, they are not ſet forth as divine Perſons in 


Scripture. | | EE 
Does the Gommunication of divine Powers and Attributes 

from Father, to Son and Holy- Spirit, make them one 
God, the Divinity of the two latter being the Father's 
| "MW -4 Divinity * 
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Q. Whether this be not as unintelligible as the Orthodox No- 5 
tion of the Trinity, and liable to the like Difficulties: 4 
communication of Divine Powers and Attributes, without 


Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to determine the 
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Divinity? Tet the ſame difficulty recurs: For either the 
Son and Holy-Ghoſt have diſtinèt Attributes, and a di- 
ſtint Divinity of their own, or they have not: If they 
have, they are (upon the Dottor's Principles) diftintt Gods 
from the Father, and as much as Finite from Infinite, 


Creature from Creator; and then how are they one? If Z 4 
they have not, then, ſince they have no other Divinity, 
but that individual Divinity and thoſe Aitributes which 
are inſeparable from the Father's Eſſence, they can have 
no diſtinf Eſſence ſrom the Father's; and ſo ( accord- 


ing to the Doctor) will be one and the ſame Perſon, that 
is, will be Names only. 5 


the Subſtance, being as hard to conceive, nay, much har- 
der than à communication of Both together? p. 343. 5 


Q UE KR: Y. XXIV. 


2 


diſpute betixt us; ſince it obliged the Doctor to confeſi 


tbat Chriſt is * by Nature truly God, as truly as 
Man is by Nature truly Man. 1 
He equivocates, there, indeed, as VUſual. For, he will have it 
to fignify, that Chriſt is God by Nature, only as having 7275 
by Ta Nature which he derives from the Father, true 


Divine Power and Dominion: that is, he is truly God 
by Nature, as having a Nature diſtinit from and infe- 
rior to God's, wanting t the moſt Eſſential Character 


of God, Self-exiſtence, What is this but trifling with 3 : 
Wards, and playing faſt and looſe* p. 370. Ip 
QUERY XXV. 7 

Whether it be not clear ſrom all the genuine remains of An- 
tiquity, that the Catholic Church before the Council of 
Nice, and even from the beginning, did believe the E- 
ternity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son; if either the 

* Reply p. 81, t Reply p. 92. X 

| * . old 
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he oldeſs Creedt, as interpreted by thoſe that recite them; 
li- or the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt Writers, or the publick 
vey  Cenſures paſi d upon Hereticks, or particular paſſages of 
ds tie Antienteſt Fathers, can amount to a proof of a thing 
„ of this Nature? p. 378. 
„5 QUERY XXVI. 
ch WY hether the Doctor did not equivocate or prevaricate ſtrange- 
ve . in ſaying * The Generality of Writers before the 
4. Council of Nice, were, in the whole, clearly on his 
at ſide: when it is manifeſt, they were, in the general, 
== 20 farther on his ſide, than the allowing 4 Subordina- 
7% tion amounts to; no farther than our own Church is on his 
fade, while in the main points of difference, the Eternity 
ut and Conſubſtantiality, they are clearly againſt him 2 
1 Phat is, they were on his fide, ſo far as we acknowleage 


him to be right, but no farther. p. 389. 


Q UE RY XXVIL 
ether the Learned Doctor may not reaſonably be ſuppos'd 
to ſay, the Fathers are on his fide with the ſame 
Meaning and Reſerve as he pretends our Church-Forms 
10 favour him; that is, provided he may interpret as he 
pleaſes, and make them ſpeak his Senſe, however Contra 


"9 dictory to their own: And whether the true Reaſon why 
ue ble does not care to admit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers as 
0 Proofs, may not be, becauſe they are againſt him? 
e- p- 422. 

er 


1 QUERY XXVIII. 

I betber it be at all probable, that the primitive Church 
= ſhould miſtake in ſo material a Point as this is; or that 
the whole Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould miſtake in 
telling us what the Senſe of the Church was; and whe- 


* ther ſuch a Cloud of Witneſſes can be ſet aſide without 
E. weakening the only Proof we have of the Canon of 
4 Scripture, 4nd the Integrity of the Sacred Text? p. 456. 


* Anſwer to Dr. Wells p- 28. | 5 
N "" 6 QUERY 
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' QUER Y XXIX. 


Whether private Reaſoning, in a matter above our Com. 0 
1 rehenſion, be a / ajer Rule 10 £0 by, than the general EYE 


My 
N. 2 
9 
* 
8 
PK 
ry 


re: 
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FF. 


Senſe and udgment of the primitive Church, in the 


the Church was within that time, whether what wa: 


=, © 
** 


. 


firſt 300 Tears; or, ſuppoling i doubtful what the Senſe of 


1 
Ws; 


5 SER 
"UN 


determin'd by a Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon after, with 
the greateſt Care and Deliberation, and has ſatisfiea Men 


of the greateſt Senſe, Picty, and Learning, all over the | 155 
Chriſtian World, for 1400 Tears ſince, may not ſatisfy 


wiſe and good Men now? p- 460. 
QUERY. XXX. 


than too meauly of our Bleſſed Saviour; rather to pa) 


ing © p. 47). 
Gu en 
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tion, on the ſide of Arianiſm, ought to move 4 wiſe 


ae oak tn 


on the fide of Orthodoxy, from Scripture, Reaſon, 
and Antiquity: And whether we may not wait long 


before we find ſuch Demonſtration? p. 481. 
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Whether, ſuppoſing the Cafe douvful, it be not a wiſe Man's 
part to take the ſafer Side; rather to think too hight, | 


a modeſt deference to the Fudgment of the Antient and 
Modern Church, than to lean to one's own Underſland- 


Whether any thing leſs than clear and evident Demonſtra- WW 


and good "Man, apainſt ſo great Appearances of Truth, 


A 


| DEFENSE 
„ OF SOME 

N 5 10 | 

P "Re of the H. TxIx ITI: 
Th I ANSWER To 4 

5 [CLERGYMAN in the COUNTRY. 


Compare the following TEXT "9 
I am the Lord, and | The Word was God, 


there is none elſe ;| Joh. 1. 1. 
= There is no God be- Thy Throne, O God, 
W /ides me, Ila. 45. 5. Heb. 1.8. 
= Us there a God be- Chriſt came, who is 
des me? Zea, There| over all God bleſſed 
s no God, I know not | for ever, Rom. 9. 5. 
any. I. 44. 8. | Who being in the 
J am Grd and e Form of God, Phil. 2. 6. 
none like me; Bo Who being the 
| fore me there was no| Brightneſs of his Glo- 
| God formd, mneither|ry, and the expreſs 
ſpall there be aſter Image of his Peres, 


me, II. * 9. Heb. x. 3 8 


A DEFENSE 


— 


QuER y 1 


Whether all other Beings, beſides the one 
Supreme God, be not excluded by the Texts 
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of Iſaiah, (fo which many more might be 


added) and, conſequently, whether Chriſt 


can be God at all, unleſs He be the ſame 


with the Supreme God? 


HE Sum of your Anſwer to this Query, 
is, that the Texts cited from Iſaiah, in 


the firſt Column, are ſpoken of one Perſon on- 2 
THe AD 04-3 200: 299106 •˙•˙¹w Üwt. 


And therefore all other Perſons, or Beings 


(which you make equivalent) how divine ſo- 


ever, are neceſſarily excluded; and by Conſe- 3 


guence, our Lord Feſus Chriſt is as much 


excluded from being the one Supreme God, as I 


from being the Perſon of the Father, (p.40.) 


You ſpend ſome Pages, in endeavouring to 


 thow, that the Per ſon of the Father only is 
the Supreme God; and that the Perſon of the 
Son is not Supreme God. But what does this 
ſignify, except it be to lead your Reader off 


from the Point which it concern'd you to ſpeak Wt 


to? Inſtead of anſwering the Difficulty propos'd, 


which was the part of a Reſpondent, you chuſe Ml 


to lip it over, and endeayor to put me upon 
the Defenſive; which is by no means Fair. 
Your Buſineſs was to ward off the Conſequence 
which I had preſs d you with, namely, this: 
That if the Son be at all excluded by thats 

| : _ LEXfS$ 


5 


Nu. 1. of ſome QUERIES. 3 
ET exts in the firſt Column, He is altogether ex- 
Zluded; and is no God at all. He cannot, up- 
n your Principles, be the ſame God, becauſe 
e is not the fame Perſon: He cannot be ano- 
her God, becauſe excluded by thoſe Texts. If 
herefore He be neither rhe ſame God, nor ano- 
her God; it muſt follow that He is no God. 
his is the difficulty which 1 apprehend to lie 
N gainſt your Scheme; and which you have not 
ZHfficiently attended to. 

l ſhall therefore charge it upon you once again, 
and leave you to get clear of it at leiſure. 
Il ſhall rake it for granted, that the deſign 
and purport of thoſe Texts, cited from 1/aiah, 
as the ſame with that of the fr? Command- 
nent: Namely, to draw the People off from 
placing any Truſt, Hope, or Reliance in any 
but God, to direct them to the only proper 
object of Worſhip, in oppoſition to all Things 
or Perſons, beſides the one Supreme God. Nei- 
ther Baal nor Aſhtaroth, nor any that are 
eſteemed Gods by the Nations, are ſtrictly and 
properly ſuch. Neither Princes nor Magiſtrates. 
however called Gods in a looſe Metaphorical 
Senſe, are ſtrictly or properly ſuch. No reli- 
V gious Service, no Worſhip, no Sacrifice is due 
to any of them: I only am God, in a juſt 
Senſe; and therefore I demand your Homage 
and Adoration. Now, upon your Hypotheſes, 
we muſt add; that even the Son of God Him- 
ſelf, however divine He may be thought, is 
really no God at all, in any juſt and proper Senſe. 
| He 
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ſhalt thou ſerve. This I take to be a clear Conſe- 3 


Reaſon for putting this Senſe upon the Text. 3 


out any Peril of Idolatry, or any Brcach of the 1 | 


ing Him Supreme. And this might furniſh the 
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He is no more than 2 nominal God, and ſtands 
excluded with the reſt: All Worſhip of Him, 
and Reliance upon Him, u be Idolatry as 


much as the Worſl: > of Angels, or Men, or 


of the Gods of rhe He would be. God the 3h 
Father He is God. and te only; and Him only 


quence from your Principles, and unavoidable. 
You do, in ſeed, attempt to evade it by fup- 
poſing that, when the Father faith there is no 


| God beſides me, the meaning only is, that 


there is no Supreme God beſides me. But will 
you pleaſe to conſider. _ 
1. That you have not the leaſt Ground or 


It is not ſaid there is no other Supreme God i 
beſides me; bur abſolutely, 20 Other. 15 

2. If this were all the meaning, then Baal 
or Aßhtaroth, or any of the. Gods of the Na- 
tions, might be look'd upon as inferior Deities, 
and be ſerved with a ſubordinate Worſhip, not- 
withſtanding any thing theſe Texts ſay, with- MW 


firſt Commandment. Solomon might Sacrifice 
to Aſhtaroth and Milcom, to Chemoſh and i 
Moloch, provided he did not ſerve the God of i 
Tfraet with Soveraign Worſhip, acknowledg- | 


Samaritans with a very plauſible excuſe, even 
from the Law it felf, for /erving their own 
Gaas in Subordination to the one Supreme 
God; ſince God has not forbidden it. 


21 Kings c. 11. 3 3. You 


u. I. of ſome QUERIES. 5 
To 3. You may pleaſe to conſider farther, that 
there was never any great Danger of either Jew 
or Gentzle falling into the belief of many Su. 
preme Gods; or into the Worſhip of more than 
one as Supreme. That is a Notion too filly 
to have ever prevailed much, even in the igno- 
rant Pagan World. What was moſt to be guard- 
ed againſt, was the Worſhip of inferior Deities, 
beſides, or in Subordination to, one Supreme. 
lt cannot therefore reaſonably be imagined that 
WE thoſe Texts are to bear only ſuch a Senſe, as leaves 
room for the Worſhip of inferior Divinities. 
he Sum then is, that by the Texts of the 
old Teſtament, it is not meant only that there 
is no other Supreme God; but abſolutely 20 
= Other: And therefore our bleſſed Lord muſt 
either be included and comprehended in the 
one Supreme God of 1/7ael, or be intirely ex- 
cluded with the other pretended, or nominal, 
Deities. I ſhall cloſe this Argument with St. 
= Auſtin's Words to Maximin, the Arian Biſhop, 
W who recurr'd to the fame Solution of the Diffi- 
W culty which you hope to ſhelter your ſelf in. 
RMepeat it ever ſo often, that the Father 
ais greater, the Son leg. We ſhall anſwer 
W © you as often, that the greater and the lefg 
make Two. And it is not ſaid, Thy greater 


' * Clama quantum vis, Pater eſt Major, Filius Minor, reſpondetur 
tibi; duo tamen ſunt Major & Minor. Nec dictum eſt Dominus 
Deus tuus Major Dominus unus eſt: ſed dictum eſt Dominus Deus 
tuus Dominus unus eſt, Neque dictum eſt, non eſt alius æꝗqualis 
mihi, ſed dictum eſt, non eſt alius præter me. Aut ergo Contirete 
Patrem & Filfum unum eſſe Dominum Deum, aut aperte nega Do- 

minum Deum eſſe Chriſtum. Auguſt. l. 2. c. 23. p. 927» | 
Lord 


6 A DEFENSE Qu. n 


Tord God is one Lord: But the Words are 


« The Lord thy God is one Lord; Nor is ith g 


„ ſaid, There is none other Equal to me, but ; | 


the Words are, There is none other Beſides 
„mne. Either therefore acknowledge that Fa. 
„ther and Son are one Lord God; or in plain 
*« Terms deny that Chriſt is Lord God at all 3 
This is the difficulty which I want to ſee 
clear d. You produce Texts to ſhow that the 
Father /ingly is the Supreme God, and that 
Chriſt is excluded from being the Supreme God: 
Bur I inſiſt upon it, that you miſunderſtand thoſe 
Texts; becauſe the Interpretation you give of 
them, is not reconcileable with other Texts; and 


becauſe it leads to fuch Abſurdities as are too 2 


ſhocking even for your ſelf to admit. In ſhort; ei- 
ther you prove too much, or you prove nothing i: 
at all. - 


QUERY. II. 


Whether the Texts of the New Teſtament 6 in 
the ſecond Column ) do not ſhow that He 
(Chriſt) zs not excluded, and therefore muſ 
be the ſame God? © 5 


HE Texts cited, if well conſidered, taking 
in what goes before or after, are enough 
to ſhow that Chriſt is not excluded among the 
nominal Gods, who have no Claim or Title to our 
Service, Homage, or Adoration. He is God be- 
fore the World was, God over all bleſſed for 
ever, Maker of the World, and worſhip'd by the 
Angels, 


* 


cluded among the nominal Gods whom to wor- 
ſhip were Idolatry. But ſince all are excluded. 
as hath been before ſhown, except the one 


a. Supreme God, it is very manifeſt that He is 
in the fame with the ane Supreme God. Not the 


= ſame Per/on with the Father, as you ground- 
leſly object to us, but Another Perſon in the 
ſame Godhead; and therefore the Supreme God 
is more Perſons than one. Vou argue, (p. 40.) 
chat zf Chriſt be God at all, it unavoidably 
= follows that He cannot be the ſame individual 
= God with the ſupreme God, the Father. By 
individual God, you plainly mean the ſame in- 
dividual divine Perſon, which is only play- 
ing upon a Word, miſtaking our Senſe, and 
fighting with your own Shadow. Who pre- 

W tends that the Son is the /ame Per ſon with the 
Father? All we aſſert is, that He is the ſame 
Supreme God; that is, partaker of the ſame 
W undivided Godhead. It will be proper here 
briefly ro conſider the Texts, by which you at- 
tempt to prove, that the Son is excluded from 
being the one Supreme God: only let me re- 
mind you, once again, that you forgot the part 


ng you was to bear. Your Buſineſs was not to 
h W 2270/e, but to re/pond: not to raiſe ObjeQi- 
he ons againſt our Scheme; but to anſwer thoſe 
5 which were brought againſt your own. You 


obſerve * from John 8. 54. Matt. 22. 31, 32. 
and Acts 3, 13. that God the Father was the 


* pag. 
age 34. God 
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8 A DEFENSE Qu. 11. 


God of the Fews, the God of Abraham, Iſaac, 


and Jacob. Very right. But how does it appear 
that the Son was not? Could you have brought 


ever a Text to prove, that God the Son was Wl 
not God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; I muſt it 


then have own'd that you had argued pertinently. 

You next cite, oh. 17. 3. 1 Cor. 8. 6. Eph. 
4. 6. to prove that the Father is ſometimes 
ſtiled the only true God, which is all that they 
prove. Bur you have not ſhown that He is 
ſo called in oppoſition to the Son, or excluſive 
of Him. It may be meant in oppoſition to 


Idols only, as all Antiquity has thought; or it 


may ſignify that the Father is primarily, not 


_ excluſively, the only true God, as the firſt 4 
Perſon of the bleſſed Trinity, the Root and 


Fountain of rhe other Two. You obſerve Þ that 
in theſe and many other Places, the one God 
zs the Perfon of the Father, in Contra- 
Aiſtinction to the Perſon of the Jon. It is 
very certain that the Perſon of the Father is 4 
there diſtinguiſh'd from the Perſon of the Son ; 
becauſe they are diſtinctly named: And you 


may make what uſe you pleaſe of the Obſer- 


vation, againſt the Sabelliaus; who make but 
ene Perſon of two. But what other uſe you 
can be able ro make of it, 1 ſee not; unleſs 
you can prove this zegatzve Propoſition, that 


no ſufficient reaſon can be aſſign'd for ſtiling * 


the Father the only God, without ſuppoſing 
that the Son is excluded. Novatian's Remark 
upon one of your Texts, 70h. 17. 3. (Thee, 
| Vid. Tertull. cont. Prax. c. 18. E. the 


u. 1. of /ome QUERIES. 9 
Urbe only true God and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou 
Whaſt ſent) may deſerve your Notice He infers 
from the Text, that Chriſt is God, as well as the 
Father: If He did not mean that Chriſt was God, 
In the fame Senſe as the Father, and only God as 


| ell as the Father, it will be hard ro make 
ot the Senſe, or Connexion of his Inference. 
ee did not fee that peculiar force of the ex- 
Eluſive Term, (only) which you inſiſt fo much 
pon. He knew better; being well acquainted 
e Pitch the Language, and the Doctrine of the 
Y &T hriſtian Church. His Conſtruction, to ſpeak 
+ {odeſtly, is at leaſt as plauſible as yours. If 
ou can find no plainer or clearer Texts againſt 


. you'l not be able ro help your Cauſe. As 


RIS 
SIN 
7 x 


WD 1 Cor. 8. 6. All that can be reaſonably ga- 


: ered from it, is, that the Father is there en- 


hatically ſtiled one God; but without deſign 


4 V cxclude the Son from being God alſo; as 
ee Son is emphatically ſtiled one Lord; but 


Wichout deſign to exclude the Father from be- 
g Lord alſo.f Reaſons may be aſſign'd for the 
Enphbaſis in both Caſes; which are too obvi- 
us to need reciting. One Thing you may 
Wicaſc to obſerve; that the Diſcourſe there, 


18 W * Si noluiſſet ſe etiam Deum Intelligi, cur addidit, & quem miſiſti 
u ſum Chriſtum, niſi quoniam & Deum accipi voluit. Novat. Trin. c. 24. 
see the ſame Argument illuſtrated and improved by the great 


Fhanaſius: Orat. 3. p. 558. Vol. 1. Edit. Bened. 


at Si enim, ut exiſtimant Ariani, Deus Pater Solus eſt Deus, eadem 
"0g 8 Pnicquentia, Solus erit Dominus Jeſus Chriſtus, & nec Pater erit 

minus nec Filius Deus. Sed abſit, ut non fit, vel in Domi- 
ug rione Deitas, vel in Deitate Dominatio. Unus eſt Dominus & 


„ron. comment. in Epheſ. C. 4. v. 5. 


F. „ £. 


us eſt Deus: quia Patris & Filii Dominatio una Divinitas eſt. 


10 A DEFENSE Qu. 11. 
v. 4, 5. is about Idols, and nominal Gods and 
Lords, which have no claim or title to religious 
Worſhip. Theſe the Father and Son are Both 
equally diſtinguiſhed from: which may inſi- 
nuate, at leaſt, to us; That the Texts of the 
Old or New Teſtament, declaring the Unity and "A 
excluding others, do not exclude the Son, by 
whom are all Things: So that here again you 
have unfortunately quoted a Paſſage, which in- 
ſtead of making for you, ſeems rather againſt 
you. Vou have another, which is Eph. 4. 6 
One God and Father of all, who ts above all, 
and through all, and in you all. A famous 
Paſſage, which has generally been underſtcod 
by the* Antients of the whole Trinity. Above 
all as Father, through all, by the Word, andi 
in all by the Holy Ghoſt. However that be, 
this is certain, that the Father may be reaſon- 
ably called the one, or only God; without the 
leaſt Diminution of the Son's real Divinity: 
_ fuller Account of which Matter you may plea 
to ſee in Dr. Fiddes's Body of Divinity, Vol. 1 
p. 383. Sc. As to the remaining Texts cited 
by you, ſome are meant of Chriſt as Man, of 
as Mediator And thoſe which certainly re 
ſpect him in a higher Capacity, may be ac 
counted for on this Principle, that we reſerve 
with the Antients, a Priority of Order to th 
Father, the Firſt of the Bleſſed Three. 


& TIrenens l. 5. c. 18. p. 315. Ed. Bened. Hippolytus. Contr, Noll | 
c. 14+-P-16. Fabric. Ed. Athanaſius Ep. ad Serap. p. 67 ö. Marius Victor 
B. P. Tom. 4. p. 258. Hieronym. Tom: 4. p. 1. p. 362. Ed. 175 3 


NP. II. of ſome QUERIES. 11 
This may ſerve for a general Key to explain 
he Texts mention'd, or others of like import. 

| cannot, fn this place, deſcend ro Particulars, 
21 vithout running too far into the Defen/iue ; 
e 1 d leading the "Reader off from what we began 
al Fich. Had you picas'd to obierve the rules of 
ric method in diſpute, you ſhould not here 
have brought Texts to ballance mine; but 
ould have reſerved them for another place. 
All you had to do, was to examine the Texts 
had ſet down in the ſecond Column; and to 
ive ſuch a Senſe of them as might comport 
Vith your own Hypotheſis, or might be un- 
rviceable to mine. You ſhould have e : 
at 70h. 1. 1. Heb. 1. 8. and Rom. 9g. 5 

irly be underſtood of a nominal God ay; 

Ine that ſtands excluded, by the Texts of the 
rt Column, from all Pretence, or Title, to 
ligious Homage and Adoration: For, as 1 
3 Fave before obſerved, He muſt either be intire- 

excluded, or not at all: and if He be not 
W:cluded, He is comprehended in the one Su- 
3 eme God, and is One with Him: or, at leaſt, 
/ jou ſhould have ſer before the Reader your 
re. 4 terpretation of thoſe Texts, and have ſhown 
W to be conſiſtent with the Texts of Lſaiab. 
Wor Example, take 7oh.1.1. 


In the Beginning was the WorD, and 
the WorD was with the ONE SUPREME 
= GopD, and the WokD was ANOTHER 
9 Gop inferior to Him, a CREATuRE of the 
0 2 „ GREAT 


12 4 DEFENSE Can 


„GREAT God: All Things were CREA rk 
ED by this CREATURE, Gc. Lew 


This Interpretation. which is really vou 
as ſhall be ſhown in the Sequel, is what you 
ſhould have fairly own'd, and reconcilcd, 4 
_ poſſible, with the Texts of IL/aiah, (pu = 
poſely deſign'd to exclude all inferior, wn 
well as co-ordinate Gods) and particular i 1 
with 1/azah 46. 9. Before me there was 11 
God form'd, ks Hall there be ax Tei i 
ME: Words very full and expreſſive gail Tt 
any Creature-Gods. But, inſtead of this, 
tell us, God could not be with Himſelf a 
if any of us faid, or thought, That was 9 
John's meaning. Thus you induſtriouſly run 
from the Point, miſrepreſent our Senſe, and 
artfully conceal your own. In this ſlight man$ 4 
ner, you pals over the three firſt Texts alreadjſ f. 
mention d; but you think you have ſome All 1 
vantage of the Queriſt, in reſpect of Phi 
2. 6. and Heb. 1. 3. nd: not content to 2 a 
that they come not up to the point; you a 
very poſitive, that they prove the direct cou 
trary to that for bb they are Sided 45 
and expreſs your wonder that they ſhould ii 
Her d. Whether you really poo a at a Thin 4 
which no Man who is at all acquainted wit 
Books and Learning can wonder at; or whethe 
only you affect that way of talking. I deter R 
mine not; but proceed to conſider what yo 
have to offer againſt wy Senſe of the two Tea 
Ur . 
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u. II. of ſome QUERIES. 13 


x 


. Upon Phil. 2. 6. you preſs me with the Au- 
mority of Novat ian; whom, I do aſſure you, 

very much reſpect, as I do all the primitive 
* riters. As to Novatian's Interpretation of 
/i 2. 6. it ſhall be conſider'd preſently; on- 
Jy, in the firſt place, let me obſerve to you, that 
sto the main of my Argument, built upon 
hat and other Texts, He was certainly on my 


s 
T 
* 

EY 


e Son from being comprehended in the one 
"Eo, but in oppoſition to falſe Gods only. 
ie proves the Divinity of Chriſt from his 
eceiving Worſhip of the Church, and his 
eing every where preſent, + beſides oy 
_ ther Topicks; and makes Him Con ſub- 
825 antial with God the Father. This is as much 
Ws 1 mean by his being one with the Supreme 
40 WS 0d; and therefore I have nothing to fear from 
is Writer, who agrees ſo well with me in 
e main, and cannot be brought to bear Evi- 

a ence againſt me, unleſs, at the ſame time, He 
A 


Wc found to contradict Himſelf. This being 


* 
" 
. 


lazl 


W 


3 
7 


g'd | 4 Ego Deus, & non eſt præter me. Qui per eundem Prophetam 
7 3 ert: Quoniam majeſtatem meam non dabo alteri, ut omnes cum 
i. Figmentis Ethnicos excludat & Hereticos. C. 3. p. 708. See 
ling dhe Citation above p. 9. 
with si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo adeſt ubique invo- 
tus, cum hæc hominis natura non fit, ſed Dei, ut adeſſe omni 
the coco poſlit? C. 14. p. 715. 
eteil + Unus Deus oſtenditur verus & æternus Pater, a quo ſolo hæc 
Divinitatis emiſſa etiam in Filium tradita & direRa rurſum per 
anti Communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. Father is here 
ex 1 the one God, but ſtill comprehending, not exclud- 
Jpa | the Son, eonſubſtantial with Him. Ch. 31. p. 730. 


C 3 premis'd 


14 A DEFENSE Qu. II. 
premis d, let us now ſee what He ſays to the 175 
Text above mention'd, Phil. 2. 6. He ſaith of 
the Son (1 uſe your own Words, p. 35.) hat 
tho He was in the Form of God, yet He ne. | 
ver compared Himſelf with God his Father. 
You have tranſlated the laſt Words as if they 
had run thus; Deo, patri ſuo. The Words 
are, Nunquam ſe Deo Patri aut comparavit, 
aut contulit. Never compared Himſelf with 
God the Father. The Reaſon follows, Memo 74 
fe eſſe ex ſuo Patre: Remembring He wa! 
from his Father; That is, that He was be 
gotten, and not unbegotten. He never pre . 
tended to an equality with the Father, in re. 
ſpect of his Original, knowing Himſelf to | 1 
ſecond only in Order, not the fr /? Perſon off +1 
the ever Bleſſed Trinity. You may ſee thel {3 
like Expreſſions in * Hilary and tur 1 
who can neither of them be ſuſpected off 
Arianizing in that Point. You afterwards cit. 
ſome other Expreſſions of Novatian, particu 
larly this: Duo e2quales invent: duos Deo 
merito raddidiſſeut. Which you might have 
render'd thus: Had they Both been equal (in 
reſpect of Original, Both Fb 7. hey ha 
undoubt ealiy been two Gods. . 

Sce the + whole Paſſage as it lies in the Auf 0 


i Hilary Trin. l. 3+ c. 4. p. 810. Ed. Bened. 
2% P hebad. P- 30+» 1 

+ Si enim natus non fuiſſet, innatus comparatus cum eo ql 
iet innatus, æquatione in utroque oſtenſa, duos faceret innatos, 
ideo duos faceret Deos. Si non genitus eſſet, collatus cum 
(9 qui) genitus non eſſet & wales inyenti, duos Deos merito redd EY 
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Qu. II. of ſome QUERIES. 15 
thor himſelf, and not maim'd and mutilated as 
vou quote it, from Dr. Clarke. There is no- 
thing more in it than this, that Father and Son 
are not two Gods, becauſe They are not Both un- 
originated: which is the common Anſwer made 
by the Catholicks to the charge of Tritheiſin; 
not only before, but after the Nicene Council; 
Jas might be made appear by a Cloud of Wit- 
neſſes, were it needful. What you are pleasd 
to call 2 moſt ſtrong Teſtimony againſt an ab- 
== /o/ute Coequality (meaning this Paſſage of No- 
be. ¶ vatian) is, if rightly underſtood, and compared 
with what goes before and after, a moſt ſtrong 
re. Teſtimony of ſuch a Coequality as we contend 
for. And therefore Dr. Whitby, having for- 
merly cited the whole Paragraph as a full and 
clear Teſtimony of the Son's real Divinity, 
concludes thus. The Author, ſays He, in this 
Paſſage, does, in the plaineſt words imagin- 
able, declare that Chriſt is God, equal to 
the Father in every reſpect, excepting only 
that He is God of God. The Doctor indeed 
has ſince chang'd his Mind; and now talks as 
cConfidently the other way, upon f this very 
Paſſage. Whether He was more likely to ſee 
clearly then, or ſince, I leave to others to 


WY diſſent non geniti; atque ideo duos Chriſtus reddidiſſet Deos, fi 
ine Origine effet, ut Pater, inventus, & ipſe principium omnium, 
ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos oſtendiſſet nobis conſequenter 
& Deos. C. 31. | 

Ubi verbis diſertiſſimis oſtendit ( Novatianus) Chriſtum eſſe 
Deum, Patri æqualem paremque, eo tantummodo excepto, quod 
ſit Deus de Deo. Whit. Traci. de Ver. Chr. Deitate, p. 67. 

+ Whitty, diſquiſitio Modeſt, p. 164 


C 4 judge 


— 
— PRIN 
— — 4 
* £ 
hy Et, nam — 
— = — 


— — — — — — 2 £ Us 9 Us * . ——————ů—ů 
— = : \ - —_ —— , — * 5 — - - - 
r — — — 8 —_— — — CORES N 1 — 1 * == — — 2 — — — — - > ms 
pw Thy = I 4 - — 5 > . l — — = - - - 4 — > 
- « . * * = * 4 — 2 4 ” 9 i : " n * * - 'E e 4 -< — —4 al — = = þ Adds 
24 . Po 2 ge oh at — — 3 R - 8 - 3 — — roms © —— —— bY — — a — —— — ———— — — —— — 
3 — 4 4 4 * 4 2 _ RT 2 * — * * — 1 
- = — — Rr * — — 2 — - * — 4 " * p 
- : 4 0 » "TW 2 » - 1 
— — - — o my 3 iy 7. 8 — — — — — p K e— -- W — — 524 2 —— 4 ———ů — — 5 — I _—_ * * 2 2 a — 
4 — 2 —— —— * — By — —_—— = — — — = = * 
— — —— — 4 2 way mor . 12— — — — - _ — — — — » = . 8 N — — — 2 
7 * — —— bs — on — 4 * * — ——ͤ 6 —_ — 4 — = —_ — - 
; you” ame” «Bd noe A . TN ns Nas © 4 — 3 
— 4 — 
— = : > — 


> 


— — 


i 
ve” 
fes "KN 1 
_ 
i 4 * 2 
% * 
| 1 
IL: 
} 115. 
0 1 
n 
1 
17 in ; 
1 b vt 06 
Bs, l i 1 ' 
4 . 4 | 
i 166-U8 
l 4 28; p 
YAN 
% 0 
* Ni: 
q rd 
4 3 
l ei 497 
ETIH TY 
" 4 
+ $::7:49 
= 1 
= * 


Chapter of Novatian, as it ſtands collected 
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rent from each other in their Interpretations of 
this Place, hardly two of Them agreeing toge- Wl 
ther. However not to ſtand upon Niceties, 


16 A DEFENSE Qu. II. 
judge, who will be at the Pains to compare 
his former with ſome of his later Writings. A 

You have given ns the Sum of the 31ſt 


by the Learned Dr. Clarke in his excellent 
Anſwer to Mr. Nelſon's Friend. You may 
next pleaſe to conſult the no leſs excellent Re. 
ply, by Mr. Ne//or's Friend, p. 170, Sc. where WR 
you may probably meet with Satisfaction. = 

But to return to our Text, PHil. 2. 6. The 
words, -8x *Apraſuy.yyoxlo To eh, iow Oed, you BY 
tranſlate; He did not affe#, did not claim, did Wi 
not aj/ime, take upon Him, or eagerly de- 
fire, to be Honour'd as God. Afterwards, i 
(p. 36) He never thought fit to claim to Him. 
felf Divinity, or more literally, you ſay, He 
never thought the Divinity a Thing to be /0 
catch'd at by Him, as to equal Himſelf with 
God his Father. This you give both as No-. 
vatian's Senſe, and as the true Senſe of the 
Text. And you endeavor to confirm it from 
the Authorities of Grotius, Tillot ſon, Whitby, 
and Clarke; who, by the way, are very diffe- 


I may yield to you your own Interpretation of 
this Paſſage, did not affect to be Honour d a 
God; For the ſtreſs of the Cauſe does not ſeem 

* I am perſwaded that the Words may very juſtly be tranſlated ; Ht 5; 


» 
- 
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u. II. of /ome QUERIES. 17 
e o much to lie in the Interpretation of thoſe 
Words, as of the Words foregoing. vis. 5 op 
ſt o Oes ö dN. Who being in the Form 

, God, that is, truly God (which beſt 
anſwers to the Antitheſis following, the 
Form of a Servant ſignifying as much as 
truly Man) and therefore might juſtly have 
aſſumed ro appear as God, and to be always 
Honour'd as ſuch, yer did nor do it, at 
the time of his Incarnation ; but for a Pat- 
tern of Humility, choſe rather to veil His 
Glories, and, in appearance, to empty Him- 
3+ ſelf of Them, taking upon Him human Na- 
ture, and becoming a Servant of God in that 
Capacity, Sc. What is there in this Para- 
ybraſe or Interpretation, either diſagreeable to 
he Scope of the Place, or the Context, or to 
he ſober Sentiments of Catholick Antiquity, 
Wot only after, but before the Council of Nice; 
s may appear from the Teſtimonies cited in 
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= * Tecrtullian's recital of this Text, and Comment upon it, are worth 
- Remarking, Plane de ſubſtantia Chriſti putant & hic Marcionitæ 

> uffragari Apoſtolum ſibi, quod Phantaſma Carnis fuerit in Chriſto, 
of Equum dicit, Quod in Efigie Dei conſtitutus non rapinam exiſtimavit 
0 2 Pariari Deo, ſed exhauſit ſemetipſum accepta Effigie ſervi, non veri- 
Hate; & ſimilitudine Hominis, non in Homine; & Figura inventus 
Homo, non Subſtantia, id eſt, non Carne. 


ec Numquid 
„ergo & hic qua in Effigie eum Dei collocat ? Mque non erit Deus 
of hriſtus vere, ſs nec Homo were fuit in Efjigie Hominis Conſtitutus. 


Contr. Marc. J. 5. c. 20. p. 486. Non ſibi magni aliquid deputat 
uod ipſe quidem æqualis Deo, & unum cum Patre, eſt. Orig. in 
bist. ad Rom. I. 5, Otos pry xi inuroy αε Ts abet lore Ora 
WConcil. Antioch. Labb. Vol. 1. p. 848. O0 eren Y O A, 
. i Dios d Ix O, dnn ia, g THY adgor mol orig 
A nigen. Hippolytus, Vol, 2. p. 2.9. Fabric, =P 
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18 A DEFENSE Qu. II 
the Margin? Now, if this be the Senſe of it, 
which 1 might farther confirm by the Autho. Wo 
rities of Athanaſius, Jerom, Auſtin, Chry. 
ſoſtom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, and others 
of the Antients, beſides * Biſhop Pear ſon and 
{Biſhop Bull among the Moderns, why ſhould 
you wonder to find it again cited in the ſame 
Cauſe, being ſo full and pertinent to the Mat. 
ter in Hand? Next, we may proceed to the 
other Text, which you as groundleſly pretend 
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to be directly contrary to that for which it i 


85 
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alledged. It is Hebr. 1. 3. Who being the 
Brightneſs of his Glory, and the expreſs 
Image of his Perſon, &c. Here you are fo 
obliging as to cite only one Paſſage out off 
Euſebius. againſt me, I would ſay, for me. 
Euſebius, writing againſt the Sabellians, preſ. 
ſes Them with this Text, and argues thus from 
it. The Image, and that whercof it is the 
Image, cannot Both be the ſame Thing (in 
** the Sabell:an Senſe) but they are two u- 
« ſtances, and two Things, and two Powers: 
from whence He rightly infers, or plainly 
means to do, that the Father is not the Son, 
but that they are really diſtinct. What is 
there in this at all repugnant to what the 
Qveriſt maintains? The force of your Ob- 
jection lies, I ſuppoſe, in this, that Father andi 
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* On the Creed: Article 2. Ee 

+ Def. Fid. N. 49. 70. Prim. Trad. p. 38. Qui unus locus, f 
pete expendatur, ad omnes Hzreſes adverſus Jeſu Chriſti Domini Wi 
noſtri perſonam repellendas ſufficit. D. F. p. 37. 5 
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1 C e Prax, c. 8. P. 504 


C A lueis, 3 you imagine, with 14. 
vidual Conſubſtantiality. 


Iwill not be bound to vindicate every Ex- 


preſſion to be met with in Euſebius: But, al. 
4 Yowing for the Time, when it was wrote, be- 
ore the ſenſe of thoſe Words was fix'd and de- 
termin'd, as it has been ſince; there may be 
nothing 
35 bat the Catholick Church 
by tuo Perſons; and what all muſt affirm, 
5 Who believe a real Trinity. 
call'd Father and Son yoas due, meaning no 
more than we do by 
And Alexander Biſhop 
Wit Champion for the Catholick Cauſe againſt 
el. Arrius, in his Letter to Alexander Biſhop of 
1 Conſtant inople. ſcruples not to call Father and 
Son Þ d regſua@; and Tertullian intimates 
W that they are © duæ res, ſed Conjunctæ; and 
= Methodins uſes d duo e mea 
bons. 
5 orig in the Catholic Writ 


in all this, which ſignifies more than 
as always meant 


So * Prius 


two diſtin Perſons: 
of Alexandria, the 


ing two Per- 

Theſe or the like ſtrof@®Expreſſions, 
ers, were only 
o guard the more carefully againſt Sabellia- 
4% the prevailing Here of thoſe Times. 
But after Arianz/m aroſe, there was greater dan- 
ger of the oppoſite extreme: And therefore 
RY began to ſoften this manner of Expreſſion, 
leſt any ſhould be led to think, that the Per- 
lons of the Trinity were ſo diſtinct as to be 


a See Phot. Cod. 119. p. 300. b Apud Theod. |. 1. c. 4. 


d Phot. Cod. 235. p. 137. 
indepen- 


20 A DEFENSE Qu. II. 


independent of, ſeparate from, and aliene to 
each other. Thus inſtead of do $97, which 
might be innocent before, and is uſed by * Ori- 
gen, They choſe rather commonly to ſay, f as ix 
Drds: yet ſometimes not ſcrupling the former 
way of expreſſion #. Rather than ſay, dug eſſeu- 
tiæ, which might be liable ro miſtakes ; They 
would ſay, Eſentia de Effentia, as Deus de Deo. 
The deſign of all which was, ſo to aflert a rel“ 
Diſtinction, as nor to teach three abſolute, inde- 
- pendent, or ſeparate Subſtances; ſo to maintain 
the diſtinction of Perſons, as not to divide the 
Subſtance. Three real Perſons is what I, what 
every Trinitariau, what all found Catholicks aſ- 
ert. Now let us return to the Text, Heb. I. 3. 
Having ſhown you that Z#/eb:us's Comment is 
not pertinent to our prefent Diſpute, nor at all af- 
fects the Cauſe that 1 maintain, which, I aſſure you, 
is not Sabelliauiſin: Now let me proceed alittle 
| farther, to vindicate my uſe of that Text; which, 
you pretend, is ſtrong againſt me. Origen per- 
haps may be f ſome Credit with you; and the 
more for beingadmired by the Arians, and much 
cenſur'd by many of the Catholicks, but after his 
own Times, **His Comment, upon a parallel Text 
to this, together with this alſo, is pretty remark- 
able. If He( Chriſt) be the Image of the ibi 
* ble, the Image it ſelf muſt be zuviſible too. I 
will be bold to add, that ſince He is the Re- 
i ſemblance of his Father, there could ot have 


Comment. in Joh, p. yo. + See Athanaſ. V. 1. p.543. Þ Vid. 
Cyr. Alex. Theſ. p. 110. Apud Athan. Decret« Syn. Nic. N 33- 
ven 


Qu. II. of /ome QUERIES. TY 


« been a Time when he was not. He goes 
on to argue, that ſince God is Light, and Chriſt 

the *ATaveopas or ſhining forth of that Light, 

8 this Text, that They could never have 

been ſeparate one from the other, but muſt 

have been Co-eternal. RE 

= =* Drony/ius of Alexandria, another Ante- 

Nicene Writer, draws the very ſame Inference 

= from the ſame Text. And Alexander Biſhop 

of Alexandria, in his circular Letter, b extant 

in Athanaſius, makes the like uſe of it. The 
latter part of the Text eſpecially, the words, 
expreſs Image of his Perſon, were very fre- 
quently and triumphantly urg'd by the Cat ho- 
licks againſt the Arzans: by © Alexander of 
Alexandria, d Athanaſius, * Hilary, f Baſil, 
2 Gregory Nyſen, h Gregory Nazianzen, i y- 
ril, and Others. 1 

This may ſatisfy you that ir was neither 
ſtrange, nor new, to alledge this Text in favor 
of Chriſt's Divinity. When you have any thing 
farther ro object, it ſhall be fairly examin'd. In 
the mean while, let it ſtand, to ſupport the Se- 
cond Query ; which returns upon you, and ex- 
pects a fuller Anſwer. That it may come to 


| a *Anntbanruu I} av Quros hudls, ae, vg wir; dig bar Gyms 
Ne ei 18 Org, A 65 1615 P17; To GA nde U eh, Apud Athanaſ. 
de Sent. Dionyſ. p. 253. 3 1 
b Dag & vo por» TY 8. Tg FAT pag. 6 @y tb TRASI® xl & n- 
za pe Ts rare%, Apud Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 399. 

c Epiſt. ad Alexand. Theodor. p. 17. d Orat. 1. p. 424. de 
Synod. p. 743. e De Trin. p. 975. 1085. 1159, f Contr, 
Eunom. p. 28. 89. g Contr. Eunom. p. 460. k Orat. 36. 


I Dial. 5. de Trin. 
you 


22 A DEFENSE Qu. II. 
you recommended in the beſt Manner, and in 
the beſt Company, I ſhall here ſubjoin the Teſti- 
monies of the Ante-Nicene Writers, all declar- 
ing that the Son is not excluded from being the 


one God, but is included and comprehended 


therein: that is, tho' the one God primarily 
denotes the Father, yet not excluſively, but 


comprehends the Son too. Now, as often as 
the primitive Writers ſpeak of Father and Son 


together, as the one God, in the Singular, they 
bear witneſs to this Truth. See the Teſtimonies 
of Irenzus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, Cle- 


ment of Alexandria, and Origen, collected in 


2 Dr. Fiddes's Body of Divinity, to which may 


be added b Hippolytus, Lactantius, and even 


Euſebius Himſelf, who acknowledged d one God 


iu three Perſons, as Socrates informs us. 


I proceed next to other Teſtimonies: more 
expreſly declaring, that the Son is not excluded 


from being the one Supreme God, by the ſe- 


veral Texts of Scripture, which aſſert the unity; 


but is always underſtood or implied, as com- 


prehended in the ſame one God. © Trenzns ſays 


that the Holy Scriptures declare the one and 


: 2 Vol 1. Po 387, c. a 


b Ohl vu pate oorezaTa us; ine Oro, ei; ag iav 6 Otis. 


oy \ / / 8 * 7 0 a 
| © p KEAEUWY TIHTHYP, © d UTUKSWY ig, FO Os GUYETICOv HHov TV a. 
I 


0 ay r up srl A, & d "yo; A Te vTwy, To 0% & ov TYV*0u% WU 
Fan. AAAS T5 h Ord yo ic ph d\va wif, PT, pon ovTws el, 
x94 9 194 pig æi⁰,dZ mummy, Hippol. Contr. Noet. p. 15, 16. 
Fabric. Edit. : F 

d EY O oy Ter wzouorn, Socr. E. H. l. 1. c. 23. p. 48. 

e Univerſe Scripturæ —— unum & Solum Deum, ad ex- 
eludendos alios, prædicent omnia feciſſe per Verbum Suum, &c. 
L. 2. c. 2 p. 155. Bened. Edit. 


40 only 


v 


. ' 3 Rt 7 fd EFT 
- <rS nt Jo — e n — 1 - fs . 9 n S To LPS © 
* * : W. 5 ” „ 1 5 ©: * "6 n PE £55 r * * a WV & . RE 2, Nr. ! * ol "$200 
CSE nd aa EN EF Rn IE 096.12 3 IE he g / ed dP BY 1 
1 l 3 9 : . 
Ck. 1 — — e kw was» => JRun, ah 


Na. II. / ſome QUERIES. 23 
. only God, excluding all others, to have 


„ made all Things by His WORD. Orhers 
are excluded bur not his Word, that is, his Sox, 
oy 


by whom He made all Things, as Irenæus 
conſtantly underſtands it. At other times, He 
24 ſays, ** God * made all Things -by Himſelf: 
„ interpreting Himſelf, by His Word and by 
His Wi ſdom; that is, Hir Son; and the Holy 
Eg Spirit. Certainly, he could not think that 
god. in his Declarations of the Unity, meant 
to exclude what was ſo near to Him, as to be 
juſtly (not in a. Sabellian Senſe) interpreted 
Aimſelf. Many more Paſſages of the like Im- 
port might be cited from this primitive and ex- 
W ccllent Writer. I ſhall only add a f Paſſage or 
two to ſhow, that He look'd upon the Son as 
the only true God, as well as the Father, He 
T obſerves, that the Holy Scriptures never call 
any Perſon abſolutely God or Lord, beſides 


Wo wy T'T _ GRm_—_ 


„ — 


= * Fecit ea per ſemetipſum: hoc eſt per Verbum & Sapientiam 
ſuam. Adeſt enim ei ſemper Verbum & Sapientia, Filius & Spiritus, 
per quos, & in quibus omnia libere & ſponte fecit, Lib. 4. 
cap. 20. p. 253. 
+ Nunquam neque Prophetæ neque Apoſtoli alium Deum nomi- 
naverunt, vel Dominum appellaverunt, præter Verum g» Solum 
Deum. L. 3. c. 8. p-. 182. Neque igitur Dominus, neque Spifitus 
* neque Apoſtoli eum qui non eſſet Deus, definitive & abſo- 
lute Deum nominaſſent aliquando niſi eſſet Vere Deus. L. 3. c. 6, 
| Now ſee what follows. | 
' |= Utroſque Dei appellatione ſignavit Spiritus & eum qui ungitur, 
* ME Filam, & cum qui ungit Patrem. L. 3. c' 6. p. 180. 
, This Father goes on, in the ſame Chapter, to produce ſeveral other 
Inſtances from the Holy Scripture to prove that the Son is called 
(definitively and abſolutely) God. That is plainly his meaning, as any 
Man may ſee by looking into the Chapter. I may add that Me ap- 
a Plies the Title of Solus Deus to Chriſt. I.. 5+ c. 17. p. 314 


= che 
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24 4 DEFENSE Qn. I. 
the only true God; and yet preſently after takes 


notice, that both Father and Son are by the . 
ſame Scriptures ab/0/utely ſo called. See the 
place in the Margin: For though ab/o/utely | < 


be not there exprels'd, yet it is neceſſarily MY + 
implied, and is undoubtedly the Author's mean- I «- 
ing. | Vn . 
We may go on to Tertullian, who is ſo full 
and clear to our Purpoſe, that nothing can be 
more ſo. Out of many Paſſages which might 
be cited, I ſhall here content my ſelf with one 
out of his Book againſt Praxeas. * There 
« is therefore one God the Father, and there 
* is none Other beſides Him: By which He 
% does not mean to exclude the Son, but Ano- I 
* ther God. Now the Son is not Another 
from the Father. Furthermore, do but ob- 
« ſerve the drift and tendency of this kind of 
« Expreſſions, and you will find, for the moſt 
<« part, that they concern only the Makers 


* 
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* Igitur unus Deus Pater, & alius abſque co non eſt : Quod ipſe 
inferens, non Filium negat, fed Alium Deum. Cæterum Alius a 
patre Filius non eft. Denique, inſpice ſequentia hujuſmodi pro- 
nuntiationum, & invenias fere ad Idolorum Factitores atque Cultores 
Definitionem earum pertinere; ut multitudinem falſorum Deorum 
Unio divinitatis expellat, habens tamen Filium quanto individuum 
& inſeparatum a Patre, tanto in Patre reputandum, etſi non > ol 
natum. At quin fi nominaſſet illum, ſeparaſſet, ita dicens, Alius 
præter me non eſt, niſi Filius meus. Alium enim etiam Filium 
feciſſet, quem de aliis excepiſſet. Puta Solem dicere: Ego Sol, & 
alius præter me non eſt, ni radius meus; nonne denotaſſes Vanitatem; 
quaſi non & Radius in Sole deputetur. c. 18. p. 510. Compare 
Irenzus, l. 4. c. 6. p. 234, 235. Non ergo Alias erat qui cognoſce- 
batur, & Alius qui dicebat nemo cognoſcit Patrem, ſed unus & idem, 
omnia ſubjiciente ei Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens Teſtimonium 
quoniam Vere Homo, & quoniam Vere Deus, | 


5 | and 
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and Worſhippers of Idols; that the divine 


Unity may exc/ude the multitude of falſe 
Gods, while it zzc/udes the Son; who, in 
as much as He is undivided and inſepa- 
© © rable from the Father, is to be underſtood 
as implied in the Father, tho' He be not 
particularly named. Farther; had He na- 
med the Son in this Caſe, it had been 
tantamount to /eparating Him from Him- 
ſelf: ſuppoſe He had ſaid; there is Nouc 
Other beſides me, except my Son; He would 
in effect have declared Him to be Ano- 
ther (or aliene) by excepting Him in 
that manner out of Others. Suppoſe the Sun 
to ſay, I am the Sun, and there is not 
Another beſides me, except ν own Na; 
would not you have mark'd the Imperti- 
nence; as if the Ray were not to be reckonꝰd 
to the Sun, as included in it? Here you 
ſee plainly what Tertullian means; 'Namely, 
that the Son is ſo much one with the Father, 
that He cannot be ſuppoſed to be excluded 
among Other Deities: He is not Another, but 
the ſame God with the Father: and yet this 


He aſſerts in a diſpute againſt Praxeas, one of 
the ſame Principles, in the main, with NVoetus 


and Sabellias So careful was He not to run 
Things into the oppoſite extreme. He takes 
care ſo to affert the Son to be the ame God 


with the Father, as not to make Him the ſame 
Perſon: And on the other hand, while He 


| maintains the Diſtinction of Perſons, He does 


. 3 BY not 
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not forget to keep up the true Catholick Do 
ctrine of the Unity of Subſtance. 


I ſhall next cite Athenagoras: This learned 
and judicious Writer, having proved at large, 


that there is but one God, the Father; and that Rei 


the Chriſtians acknowledged no Che, God ; 


yet immediately adds, 2 %% yap 4 yi 74 Ses, BY 


c. 9. p. 37. as much as to fay, we comprehend 
and include the Son in that one God; we are 


always to be underſtood with this reſerve, or 


b Salvo to the Divinity of the Son; as docs 


clearly appear from what follows in the ſame 


Chapter, and in the next to it, where the Son X 


is called © the Mind and Word of the Father, 


and declared to be d*Uncreated, and E Eterna 7 7 
And in fanother place He very plainly com- 


prehends Both in the ne God. To avoid Pro- 
lixity, I ſhall content my ſelf with s referring 
only to the Paſſages in others of the Ante- 
Nicene Writers, leaving you to conſult Them 
at your leiſure, if you can make any doubt of 
ſo clear a Caſe. As to the Poſt. Nicene Fathers, 


a Parallel to which is that in Athanaſius, Orat. 3. p. 5578. Nes 
& ovy Ted pare x36 %. And again: Ex TH , % He, Kd gr 
guyar voti re 6 A. See Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 19. 

b Salvo enim filio, recte unicum Deum poteſt determinaſſe cujus 
eſt Filius. Tertull. adu. Prax. c. 18. | 
= Ng 2 Ae F nur 69s C. 10. P- 39. 

d Ox ws dev. e Aid. 

f Ord- Kerr. abr Todd) F uur Kt N. rip auT 00 A699), 
Þ. 122+ Compare p. 40. ; | 

g Clemens Alexandr. p. 129, 135. 142» Origen Contr. Celſ. l. 8, 
p. 386. & alibi. Hippolytus Contr. Noet. paſſim. Novatian, c. 3. 
Dionyſius Romanus, apud Athanaſ. Dionyſins Alexand. apud Atha- 


naſium, p. 254. . 
Hana. 
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HAcbanaſius. Baſil, the Gregories, Ferom, Au- 
Win, Chryſoſtom, &c. Their Sentiments are 
3 vell known, in the preſent Point ; and how 
2 ind do not only reject, but abhor the Prin- 
bor which you are endeavouring to revive. 
- owever, I ſhall tranſcribe one Paſſage our of 

Atbauaſius, part whereof has been given above. 
Irhich may ſerve as a Comment upon the Ca- 
. WM bolicks which went before * whoſe Senti- 


—_— 


4 * had thoroughly imbibed. 
When the Prophet, ſpeaking of the Crea- 
1 tion, faith, Which Alone ſpreadeth out the 
Heavens, Job. 9. 8. And hen God ſays, 
Alone ſtretch forth the Heavens, Iſ. 44. 24. 
4 * It is very manifeſt to every Man, that in Him, 
who is ſaid to be Alone, the Word of that 
Alone, is alſo ſignified, in whom all Things 
were made, and without whom Nothing was 
made. If therefore the Heavens were made 
by the Word, and yet God ſays, I Alone; 
5, and the Son, by whom the Heavens were 
made, is underſtood to have been with the 
Alone God; for the ſame reaſon allo, if it 
be ſaid, one God, and J Alone, and I the 
us We Finſt, we are undoubredly ro underſtand, 
that in the One, Alone, and Firſt, is com- 
prehended the Word, as Effulgency, anau- 
„ jαονα, is implied in Light. Arhanaſius's 
Leaſoning' in this Paſſage is ſo like f Tertulliau's 
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* Athanaf. Orat. 3. Contr. Arian. p. 558, 
© Tertull, Contr. Praxe c. 19. 
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upon the fame Head, that one might think Hell 25 
had borrow'd it from Him. But, indeed, it is} 
ſo intirely conformable to the true and genuineff 4 
Sentiments of the Catholichs before Him, thai 


it may juſtly pals for the FER wares i 
All. 


To confirm what bath been ſaid, I ſhall ut 


one Argument more, before J paſs on to ano. 


ther Query ; ſuch as, if carefully conſiders ff 
may be ſufficient to ſilence all farther W ol 


Nicene Writers. 
Ir is well known, that they'd ever look'd up 
on the Son, as the God of the Jews, the God 
of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob. Many parti 2 
cular Teſtimonies may be cited in Proof © 
the Fact, which, for Brevity fake, I paß, 
over; 400 proceed to a more general proc 
drawn from their citing of Texts our of the Olo ; 
Teſtament, in which the God of the Jews is cer 3 
tainly ſpoken of; and applying them to the den 
ſon of Chriſt, the ſecond Perion of the « W | 
Bleſſed Trinity. 2 
 * They heard the Voice of the Lord cl 
3 in the Garden. And the LW 
| God called unto Adam, &c. Gen. 3. 8, 9. | 
t The Lord appeared to Abram, and /ail 
unto him, I am the Almighty-God; walk a 
fore me, and be thou Perfect, Gen. 17. 1, 


ba Theophil. Antioch. p. 129. Ed. Ox. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16 


Clem. Alex. Pædag. l. 1. c. 7. p. 131. Emnjeb, Demonſtr. Ev. |. 
e. . H n. e. | | 
A 
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u. II. of ſome QUERIES. 29 
And the Lord appeared unto him in the 
Plains r of Mamre. The Lord ſaid unto Abra- 
7 ham, &c. Gen. 18. 1. 13. 

A b The Lord rained upon Sodom, and upon 
Gomorrah 6rimmſtone and fire from the Lord 
Hut of Heaven, Gen. 19. 24. 


And Abraham —— ſtood before the Lord, 


l | d And God aid unto Abraham, &c. Gen. 
F. 12. 

Aud behold, the Lord ſtood above it, aud 
ſaid. I am the Lord God of Abraham thy Fa- 
80 her, and the God of Ilaac. Gen. 28. 13. 

e am the God of Bethel, where thou 
Emintedſ? the Pillar, &c. Gen. 31. 12. 
0 3 And God ſaid unto Jacob, ariſe, go up to 
ol zethel, —and make there an Altar to God, 
FW hat appear'd unto Thee, &c. Gen. 35. I. 
oi > God called unto him out of the midſi 
= ig the Buſh. He ſaid. Lam the God 
volt Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God 


2 Fuſtin : p. 213. Sylburg. Ed. Novat. c. 26. Ti EY 
TORR 2x. c. 16, Euſeb. Dem. E. l. 5. c. 9. Epiſt. Synode Antioch. 
„. Tom. 1. p. 845 
b Fuſi. A p. 215. Irenæus l. 3. c. 6. p. 180. Tertull, Prax. 
. 13. 16. Euſeb. E. H. l. 1. c. 2. Novat. c. 21. 26. 
c Faſt. Mart. p. 216. 
d FJuſt. Mart. Dial. p. 162. Ed. Jeb. Novat. c. 26. 
e Fuſt. Mart. p. 218. Clemen. Alex. Ped. I. 1. c. 7. p. 13 T. 

f Faſt. Mart, 218. Clemen. Alex. Pad. l. 1. c. 3. p. 132. Novat. 
27. Euſeb. Demon. Ev. |. 5. c. 10. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Labb. 
Nom. 1. p. 848. | 

g Fiſt. Mart. 218. Cyprian. Teſt. l. 2. c. 6. p. 35. Ed. Ox. 

h Fuſt. Mart. p. 220. breneus, I. 3. c. 6, p. 180. 1. 4. c. 12. 
. 241. J. 4. c. f. p. 232. Tertull, Prax. c. 16. Epiſt. Synod. 
ntioch. Labb. Tom. 1. p. 348. Origen in Foh. p. 32. 
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of Jacob, &c. Exod. 3. 4. 6. = 
2 And God ſaid unto Moſes, I am HAN 


IAM. The Lord God of your Fathers, the q 
God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and of Jacob, ap- 
pear'd, Exod. 3. 14, 15. = 


b 7 appeared unto Abraham, unto Iſaac, 10% : 
unto Jacob, by the name of God Almighty, but | 
by my name Jehovah, was not known unto 
them, Exod. 6. 3. : 
I am the Lord thy God, which — : f 
thee out of the Land of Egypt. Exod. 20. 2. 
d God of Iſrael, Exod. 24. 10. 5 
e The Lord ſtrong and mighty, the Lori 2 : 
mighty in battle. The Lord of Hoſts, He | Z 
the King of Glory, Pſal. 24. 8. 10. = 
f Be ſtill and know that 7 am God. I will 2x 
be exalted, &c. Pal. 46. 10. 2 
Cod is gone up wit a ſhout, The Lord 
(Jehovah) &c. Plal. 4 . 
h The mighty Cod. 8 the Lord, hath| F 
ſpoken —— Our God ſhall come, and ſhall 10 
keep filence, &c. Plal. 50. 1. 3. 


e . 
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a Irenæus, ubi ſupra. That i is, He muſt of conſequence under. 
ſtand this of Chriſt as well as, v. 4. 8. 19. (See True Script. Doc, 5 
continu d, p. 1 59, 169.) Tertul, adv. Prax. c. 13. Fuſt. Mart. Apol. 1. 
P- 123. Ox. Ed. Euſeb. Contr. Marcell. I. 2. c. 20, 21. IT 

b Fuſt. Mart. p. 278. Sylbur. Edit, 

c Clem. Alexand. Pedag. I. 1. c. 7. p. 131. 

d Eujeb. Demonſtr. Ev. |. 5. c. 18. 

e Fuſt. Mart. Dial. p. 197. Cypr. adv, ud. l. 2. c. 49. p· 49 50. 
Orig. in Mat. p. 438. Euſeb. in loc. 

f Cyprian. adv. Fud. l. 2. c. G. p. 35. 

g Fuſt. Mart. Dial. p. 197. Euſeb. in P/al. 23. p. 91. 

h Tren. 1.3. c. 6. p. 180. Cyprian. ad v. Fud. l. 2. c. 28. p. 6 
— its de Bono Patient. p. 220. Euſeb. in * p. 209. : 

Lf 8 
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-% 


= 232Let God ariſe, and let his Enemies, &c. 
Sing unto God, ſing Praiſes, &c. Pſ. 68. 1. 4. 
e J Judah zs God known, &c. Pſ. 76. 1. 

od ſtandeth in the Congregation of the 
mighty: he gudgeth among Gods, Pl. 82. 1. 

dThe Lord reigneth PI. 99. 1. 

© Behold, God is my Salvation: I will truſt 
and not be afraid, for the Lord Jehovah is my 
ſtrength, &c. Iſ. 12. 2. 

ft Behold your God will come with Ven- 
geance, even God with a Recompence, He will 
rome and ſave you, If. 35. 4. 

z That ſtretcheth out the Heavens like a 
Curtain, &c. II. 40. 22. 1 
n Thus ſaith the Lord that created thee, O 
Jacob, and that formed thee O Iſrael, If. 43. 1. 
Typus ſaith the Lord, the King of Iſrael. 
and his redeemer the Lord of hoſts; I am the 
2 firſt, and I am the laſt, and beſides me there is 
h 20 God, II. 44.6 
t E am the Lord that maketh all Things, that 

= ſiretcheth forth the Heavens alone, that [preag- 
eth abroad the Earth by my ſelf; If. 44. 24. 

a Cyprian. adv. Jud. l. 2. c. 6. c. 28. p 35,49: 
b Irenæus, |. 3. c. 9. p. 184. 1.4. c. 33. p. 273. 


e Fuſt. Mart. Dial. p. 277. Irenaus, l. 3. c. 6. p. 180. Novat. do 
Trin. c. 15. Cyprian. adv. Fud. l. 2. c. 6. p. 35. Euſeb. in loc. 
d Fuſt. Martyr. p. 224. Iren. l. 4. c. 33. p. 274. 
e Irenæus, l. 3. c. 10. p. 186. | 
f Treneus, 1.3, c. 20. p. 214. Novat. c. 12. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. 
Tabb. Tom. 1. p. 845. Tertull. adv, Fud. C. 9, 14. | 
: Hippolyt. Contr. Noet. c. 18. p. 19. Tit&s ws uf dg T Iards. 
Euſeb. in loc. i Lad. Inſt. I. 4. c. 9. p. 40. k Euſeb. in loc. 
oÞ N. B. I cite Euſebius, only as agreeing with the reſt, in his appli- 
4 = cation of ſuch Texts to God the Son; not determining any thing 
à to his ether principles. 5 
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2 Surely God is in thee, and there is none 1 
elſe; there is no God. Verily thou art a Ged 
& H. 45. 14. 15. 7 

b 1 Dill ſave them by the Lord their God 
and 8 not ſave them by Bow, cory Sword | . ä 
Hoſea, 1. 7. EY 

7 he Lord alſo ſhall roar out of Sion, and ut. 
ter his voice from Jeruſalem, Joel 3.16.Amos 1.2. 

*//ho 1s a God like unto thee, that par 
 dbneth iniquity Mic. 7 18. | 

© God came from Teng, and the Holy One: 
from mouut Ephraim. Habakuk 0 3. ; 

fam God, not Man, Hoſea rr. = 

s I will ſtrengthen them in the Lord, — 
faith the Lord, Zech. 10. 12. | | 

h This is our God, and there ſhall _ 
other be . accounted of in CORES: of hin. = 
Baruch 3 35. = 
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| Theſe ſeveral Texts, beſides ether of like 
Nature, the Ante. Nicene Writers, in BY | 
underſtood of Chriſt. And therefore it is ex 
ceeding clear, that. according to the Doctrine] 
of that Time, the ſecond Pcrion of the Tom 
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a Tertull. Prax. c. 13- Oyprict, ad. Fud. 1.2. c. 6. p. 34. Eu; 1 
Dem. Ev l. 5. c. 4. p. 224. Lactan. Epitom. c. 44. p. 116. Edit. Dax. bs 
Inſt. p. 404. Edit. Ox. Epiſt. Synod, Antioch. Lab. Tom. 1. p. 345. 
b Novat. Trin. c. 12. 
c Irenæus, l. 3. c. 20. p. 214. l. 4. c. 33. p. 273. 
d Irenæus, l. 3. c. 20. p. 214. Tertull. Contr, Marc. J. 4. c. 10. 
e lxenæus, J. 3. c. 20. p. 214. l. 14. c. 33. p- 273. 

f Cyprian. Teſtim. 1.2. c. 6. p. 35. Euſeb. Dem. Ev. l. 5. e. 21 
8 p. 249. Epiſt. Synod. Antioch, Labb. Tom. 1. p. 8a ũ79. 
24 Cyprian. Teſt. 1. 2. e. 6. p. 35. Euſ. Dem. Ev. I. 5. c. 26. p. 251. 
h brian. Teſt. l. 2. c. G. p · 3 ſe Lallant. Epit. . 116. Ed. Dav. 
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lis the Lord; the Lord God; the Almighty God; 
7 the Lord God of Abs oben, Iſaac, and Jacob; 
The Jehovabh; the Lord of Hoſt; the Mighty 
60%; the Only God; and beſides whom there 
is 0 God; the God of Iſrael, &c. All this, 
I fay, Chriſt is, according to the Doctrine of 
= thole early Times: not excluſive of the Father, 
any more than the Father is ſuch, excluſive of 


the Son; but together with the Father: That 


is, Father and Son Both are the one Supreme 
God: not one in Per ſon, as you frequently 
and groundleſly inſinuate, but in Subſtance, 
Power, and Perfection. I know, you have 
an Evaſion, by which you hope to elude the 
force of all that has been urged. But when 1 


have ſhown you, how weak and inſufficient 


your Pretence is; I hope, I ſhall hear no 
more of it. . 


In another part of your Book, (. 20.) you 


pretend that Chriſt ſpake only in the Perſon of 
the Father; and that when He ſaid, for in- 
ſtance, I am the God of Bethel, (Gen. 31. 13.) 


the meaning is no more than this; Zehovah 
whom I repreſeut, and in whoſe Name 1 
Heal, is the God of Bethel. Had you given 
it only as your 0w# Interpretation of this, and 
the like Texts, it might be very excuſable; 
But having told us what you mean by ſpeaking 
in the Perſon of God the Father, you after- 
wards add, that it was the #nanimous Opinion 
of all Antiquity, that Chriſt appear'd and ſpake 


* See alſo Clarke's Scrip. DoQr, p. 102. alias p. 94+ 
| a 


34 A DEFENSE Qu. ll 
in the Perſon of God the Father (p. 22.) leaving gc 
your Engliſh Reader to believe, that your no- 
vel Explication was the current Doctrine of, 
all Antiquity. The Thing may be true in ſome 
Senſe, ſuch as is foreign to your Purpoſe : But 
in your Senſe, it is notoriouſly falſe, as all that 
have look'd into Antiquity very well know. 
However, for the Benefit of the common Rea- 7 
der, I will ſhow that the good Fathers applied? 
theſe Texts to Chriſt confider'd in his v 
Perſon; and not in the Father's. only. This 
ſhall be made clear, ro a Demonſtration, both 
from particular Teſtimonies of the fame Fa- 
thers ; and from the general Scope, Drift, and? 
Deſign of thoſe Writers, in quoting the Texts b 
fore mention'd. _ . 
Clement of Alexandria, citing Exod. 20. 2 

J am the Lord thy God, &c. and underſtand- * 
ing it of Chriſt, obſerves eg that Chriſt 
ſaid this of Himſelf, in his own Perſon. MX 
Tertullian, interpreting 1/7 1. 18. and Mic. 

7. 18. of Chriſt, makes the like remark. A 
I Irenæus, having cited Exod. 3.6. (1 am the 
God of Abraham, and the God of Iſaac. &c.) 
which He underſtands as ſpoken by Chriſt; 


* ne, d oney Aiyy Alg $ Vis atowne, tan dν,“ꝭ hUãꝛᷓ wed 
E . / . / , — 22 . 
2 7 Küpiag 6 Oro os, 0 R, or o s Abyonls, Clem. 
Alex. Pæd. J. 1. c. 7. p. 131. Edit. Ox. 5 
+ Ex Ipſius Domini perſona cc. Tert. Contr, Marc. I. 4. c. 10. 

+ Per Hæc utique manifeſtum fecit quoniam is qui de Rubo | 
locutus eſt Moyſi, & Manifeſtavit s eſſe Deum Patrum, Hic eſt 
viventiur Deus Ipſe igitur Chriſtus cum Patre Vivorum eſt 
Deus, qui locutus eſt Moyſi, qui & Patribus manifeſtatus eſt. Iren. 
L 4. C. Fo P» 232. See l, 3+ c. 6. I. 4. C. 12. 


au. II. of /ome QUERIES. 35 
goes on thus. From hence ( Chriſt) made 
it plain, that He who ſpake to Mo/es out 
of the Buſh, and manifeſted Himſelf to be 


| 75 « the God, of the Fathers, is the God of the 


Living. And after a deal more in that 


Chapter to ſhow that the Father and Son are One 
and the ſame God, He concludes to this effect. 


= <« Chriſt Himſelf therefore, with the Father, is 


; 1-4 the God of the Living, who ſpake to Moſes, 
and was manifeſted to the Fathers. 


Novatian, having obſerved that the Angel 


h which appeared to Agar, Sarah's Maid, was 


> repreſented in Holy Scripture as Lord and God, 
= after ſome reaſoning upon it, ſuitable to the pre- 


x 2 vailing Principles of his own Times, as well as 


of the Times preceding, Summs up the whole 
in this Manner. f Wherefore if the preſent 
= © Paſſage cannot ſuit with the Perſon of the 
Father, whom it would not be proper to call 


an Angel, nor to the Per/ou of an Angel, 


which it would not be proper to call God; 
but it may comport with the Per ſon of 


„ Chriſt to be God, as the Son of God, 
and to be an Angel too, as ſent to reveal his 
Father's Will: The Hereticks ought to con- 


* See Geneſis c. 16. 

| + Ergo fi hic locus neque Perſanæ Patris congrpit ne Angelus 
dictus fit, neque Perſonæ Angeli, ne Deus pronuntiatus fit: Per/ong 
autem Chriſti convenit, ut & Deus ſit, quia Dei Filius eſt, & An- 
gelus ſit, quoniam paternæ diſpoſitionis Adnuntiator eſt; intelligere 
debent contra Scripturas ſe agere Hzretici, qui Chriſtum quum 
dicant ſe & Angelum credere, nolint etiam illum Deum pro- 
nuntiare Novat. c. 26. p. 724. 
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ſider that They run counter to the Sacred 
Writ, while They admit that Chriſt is an An-. 
gel, and yet refuſe to acknowledge that He 


* is God allo. Here, you'l obſerve, that, ac- 


cording ro Novatian, it was to the Perſon of 


Chriſt, not to the Perſon of God the Father, 


that the Title of God and Lord, in this or the 


like Inſtances, belong d; and that therefore 
they are given to Him in his own Perſon, in . 
his own right, as God's Son and Conſubſtantial 


with Him; than which nothing can be more; 


diametrically oppoſite to Your's, or to Dr. 


Clarke's Hypotheſis. It is not ſaid, God, only 


as having true Dominion and Authority, but, as 


God's Son; and that implies, with Novatian, 
Subſtantie Communionem, real and nts I 


Divinity *. | 
I ſhall next ſhow you the ſame of Tuſtin 


Martyr; and then beg your Pardon for the 


Impertinence of inſiſting ſo long upon what 
none, one might think, rhat has ever ſeen the 
Antients, could make the leaſt Queſtion of. 
Permit me, ſays He, to ſhow you alſo out 
of the Book of Exodus, how the very ſame 
*© Perfon, who appeared ro Abraham and Ja- 
cob, as an Angel, and God, and Lord, and 
Man, appear'd to Mo/es in a Flame of Fire 
out of the Buſh, and talked with Him. A 
little after, He adds theſe remarkable Words. 


C. 37. Compare Ch. 11. Ut enim præſcripſit Ipſa natura Homi- 
nem credendum eſſe, qui ex homine fit; ita eadem natura præſcri- 
bi, & Deum credendum eſſe, qui ex Deo ſit. 


Ne | „ou 
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= « fame Perſon whom Moſes calls an Angel, 

and who conversd with Him in the Flame 
of Fire; that very Perſon being God. ſigni- 
ſies ro Moſes that Himſelf is the God of 
Abraham, and of Tiaac, and of Jacob. 

1 will not ſo far diſtruſt your Judgment, as to 44 


n— 


but juſt hint to any who know Juſtin Martyr, 

that He, as well as Novatzan, reſolves the Di- 
's vinity of Chriſt into his f Sonſhip; and Sonſhip 
EZ into + Communication of the ſame divine Sub- 
¶ fance: Which T remark chiefly againſt Dr.Clarke, 


 & | HE cu. I. I. 5. Oo... 


4 the Per ſon of Chriſt ; which is more than I ap- 
prehend you do. It were very eaſy to add par- 
icular Paſſages to the fame purpoſe from other 
Fathers; but it was, in a manner, needleſs to 
3 have mention'd theſe. For, the general ſcope, 
= drift, and deſign of the primitive Writers, in 


Their deſign was to prove Chriſt's Divinity; 
to ſhow that there was another Perſon, be- 


JJ —— 


= God; and that this Perſon was Chriſt. This 


5 750 A0 T, og beg Ox05 * on fc Ta (6056 en aba 
TY £53y-0 O£95 Asαe 194 loxax "94 Iaxws, Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 220, | 

Compare Apol. 1. Po I 723. 'To 02 eien £% Pers 16 Mort 37 be. 
35 wy, 6 O92; AS f % o O05 Ire N 0 Oro; lands, 2 0 Oe * 
x THT ig CL, on wekygy 18 xc De vy es Cg ive 1 150 e970) 


red XE ar3pores. ot, p. 183. 75. 278, 280. Sylb. Ed. 
F p. 183. 373. Ed. Jebb. 
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„ * You! have ſeen, Gentlemen, that the 


any farther Comment to ſo plain Words. I necd 


3 who ſeems to admit that thoſe Titles belong'd to 


this Caſe, ſhows ſufficiently what I conrend for. 


ſides the Father, who was really Lord and 


iS the avowed defign clear through Tuftix's 


* *Q @10pts, leni — 7 oy aid c A Abr, of aue! Po- | 


Dialogue: 


1 
| 
| 
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Dialogue; and the like may be ſaid of Nova. 
tian, Tertullian, Cyprian, Irenzus and the 


Reſt (except Euſebius who ſometimes varied 


in this Matter) where they cite theſe Texts, 
which I have given you a Liſt of. 1 a: 


The Argument they uſed, is this. There is 


a Perſon frequently ſtiled God and Lord, Je- 
hovah, Almighty, &c. who convers'd with 
Adam, appear'd to the Parriarchs, and all 
along headed and conducted the People of the 
Fews. This Perſon could not be an Angel on- 
ly : ſuch high Titles could never belong to an 

meer Angel. He could pot be God the Father : 
His Office was miniſterial, He is called an 
Angel, He appear'd, He condelcended to take 


upon Him human Shape, and other reſem- | 


| blances *: Theſe Things do not ſuit with the 
firſt Perſon of the Trinity. Well then; who 

could He be, but God the Son? Who being 
really God, might, in his own right, truly and 
juſtly aſſume thoſe high Titles; and yet being 
Second only in the ever Bleſſed Trinity, and 
deſigning, in his own due Time, to take human 
Nature upon Him, might more ſuitably con- 
deſcend to act mmiſterially among Men, (a 
proper prelude to his Incarnation which ſhould 
come after) and ſo might be, not only God, 
but an Angel too. This is their Argument, as 
ne were 
nor, that the human Affections and Actions aſcribed to this Angel, 


Tere underſtood literally, or otherwiſe than by way of Figure, Ter- 


tullian gives à very different account of ut, ſhowing how all might be 
under ſtood Siomgi rde. Contr, Marc. |. 2. every 


© - * IE. 2 
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r 
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very one knows, that knows any thing of 
ieſe Matters. Now, ſuppoſe that theſe good 
Fathers had underſtood, Gen. 31.13. as you do; 


2 LIN 
oh n > s 
> SA weve.» 
„ 
% A 


hom I repreſent, is the God of Bethel. 
EF hat a trifling Argument would you here put 


. therefore Chriſt is God, &c. Or propoſe the 
Argument thus, upon your Hypotheſis: . The 


5 


8.9. God ſaid unto Abraham, Gc. Gen. 2 1. 12. 


3 7 
N 

r 
* LT 


that is, God the Father ſpoke by his Son; 


EM 
I. 


therefore the Son is called God, and is God. 
Fan any thing be more ridiculous? The Con- 
Wuſion which Juſtin Martyr draws from the 
Whole, and which He triumphantly urges againſt 


q 
TE, 


Tryho, is this; that Chriſt is really Lord and 


Writers draw the ſame Concluſion from the 
me Premiſes ; a Concluſion without any Thing 
Y ſupport it, had they underſtood thele Texts, 
& you pretend They did. In ſhort, the very 
round and Foundation of all They ſay upon 


IH; 


Wis Article, is built upon a Suppoſition diame- 
Jave you from Antiquity. Farther, They all 
God and Lord, &c. could not be an Angel; 


„ Not a meer Angel. There is ſome Senſe in 
el. Nis; if you ſuppoſe an Angel declaring, in his 


* Per ſon, that He is God and Lord. It is 
* Juſt, Dial. p. 176. Ed. Jebb. bla- 


am the God of Bethel: That is, my Father, 


1 to their Mouths? Chriſt declares that the Per- 
ſon, whom He repreſents, is God and Lord: 


Lord God (the Father) called unto Adam, Gen. 3.5. 


Fod. Obs xa), I Oets tn h 5574. The other 


Fically oppoſite to Your's; ſo little countenance 


Ronclude that the Perſon declaring Himſelf ro 
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blaſphemous and abſurd for any meer Angel u rol - 
make ſuch Declaration. Bur, ſuppoſing it mean 
of the Perſon of the Father, why might na 
any Angel declare, what is certainly true, that 
the Father is God, or deliver God's Errand in 
his own Words? Had the Fathers thought, as youll 
do, they muſt have argued thus, very weakly- 
It could not be a meer Angel that en ol 
that ſpoke thus and thus. Why? Becauſe the 
Perſon who ſent Him, and who undoubtedly il 
the God of the Univerſe, is called God and 
Lord. Of all the filly Things that or 
and Malice have combined to throw upon 2 
primitive Martyrs and Defenders of the Faith oi 
Chriſt, I have not met with one comparable rol % 
this. I am therefore willing to believe, ' thal 
you did not mean to charge them with it; bull 
only expreſsd your ſelf darkly and obſcurelyf 1 
which yer ſhould not have been done, by on 
who would be careful not to miſlead, even al 
unwary Reader. I would here make one Remail | 
and leave it with you: And that is, of th 

* ſtrict Senſe wherein the Antients uſed thilf 
word God, as applied to the Son. They a oY 
that it could not be an Angel that appeared 
why? becauſe the Perſon appearing was calle 
| God. Thus Novatian, who ſpeaks the Seni 
of all the reſt. Quomodo ergo Deus ſi Angeli 
fuit; cum non ſit hoc 7 nomen e un qu 3 3 


* Other Arguments of the ſtrict Senſe of the Word, God, as ui | 
by the Ante-Nicene Writers, and applied - to the . may be ja 
in Dr. Fiddes, p. 374. &c. | 


co 
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onceſſum But how then is He God, if no 
ore than Angel, ſince „ uc ver bad the 
privilege of ſo high a Title? Novatian allows 
ch. 15.) chat Angels have been called Gods, 
Wncaning in the looſe Figurative Senſe : But here 
Wc plainly ſignifics that the Word, God, when 
Ppplied to the Son, is to be underſtood in the 
Writ and proper Senſe: And thus the Autients 
In general underſtood it. Angels, the very 
igheſt order of Creatures, were not by them 
hought worthy of the Name and Title of God. 
r would have been highly abſurd, in their 
1 udgment, to have given it them, in ſuch a 
Penſe, and in ſuch Circumſtances, as they ap- 
Plied it to the Son. They knew nothing of 
our Relative Senſe of the Word: They knew 
Petter. But this by the Way: Let us return to 
Nur Subject. You'll ask me now perhaps, what 
I $i ſome of the Fathers mean, thoſe eſpecially 
hom you have quoted in the Margin (P. 22.) 
IJ 4 the Son of God's appearing, and ſpeaking 
ta the Per ſon of God the Father? 1 have ſhown 
il 2 ou what they certainly did act mean: And if 
could not ſo readily account for the other, it 

$ of leſs Moment; the Cauſe being little con- 
Ferm d in it. But I ſhall endeavor to ſatisfy you 
this point alſo. 

Vou have but two Quotations, which are any 
Wing to the Purpoſe: One our of Theophilus, 

$8 of Antioch; and the other from Ter- 
allian. And they indeed, verbally, may ſeem 
o countenance your Notion; tho', in reality, 
* Ch 26. E they 


Who 
AY 
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the Father is God, or deliver God's Errand ng 


* ſtrict Senſe wherein the Antieuts uſed chal Y 
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blaſphemous and abſurd for any meer Angel to 1 
make ſuch Declaration. But, ſuppoſing it meant 
of the Perſon of the Father, why might na 
any Angel declare, what is certainly true, thai 


his own Words? Had the Fathers thought, as you 
do, they muſt have argued thus, very weakly: 
It could not be a meer Angel that * os 
that ſpoke thus and thus. Why? Becauſe 1-0 J 
Perſon who ſent Him, and who undoubtedly i 
the God of the Univerſe, is called God and 
Lord. Of all the filly Things that Ignorance 
and Malice have combined to throw upon th: 
primitive Martyrs and Defenders of the Faith oF 
Chriſt, I have not met with one comparable 10 
this. I am therefore willing to believe, tha 
you did not mean to charge them with it; bu 
only expreſ{s'd your ſelf darkly and obſcurely;i 
which yer ſhould not have been done, by ona 
who would be careful not to miſlead, even a 
unwary Reader. I would here make one Remark 
and leave it with you: And that is, of thy F 


word God, as applied to the Son. They argue 
that it could not be an Angel that appeared 
why? becauſe the Perſon appearing was calle 
God. Thus Novatian, who ſpeaks the Sen 
of all the reſt. Quomodo ergo Deus /# ow 
fuit; cum non fit hoc nomen gre e 


* Other Arguments of the ſtrict Senſe of the Word, God, as wi 
#he Ante-Nicene Writers, and applied to the Son, may be 1 
in Dr. Fiddes, p. 374. &c. 
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"A Fe * But how then is He God, if no 
Bore than Angel, ſince n never had the 
1 _ of ſo high a Title? Novatian allows 
1 Ich. 15.) chat Augels have been called Gods, 
ncaning in the” looſe Figurative Senſe: But here 
4 e plainly ſignifics that the Word, God, when 
Wpplicd to the 907, is to be underſtood in the 
Mirict and proper Senſe: And thus the Autients 
In general underſtood it. Angels, the very 
i igheſt order of Creatures, were not by them 
*Fhoughr worthy of the Name and Title of God. 
It would have been highly abſurd, in their 
0 Judgment, to have given it them, in ſuch a 
Penſe, and in ſuch Circumſtances, as they ap- 
ie it to the Son. They knew nothing of 
our Re/atzve Senſe of the Word: They knew 
Petter. But this by the Way: Let us return to 
Pur Subject. You'll ask me now perhaps, what 
id ſome of the Fathers mean, thoſe eſpecially 
hom you have quoted in the Margin ( p. 22.) 
yy the Son of God's appearing, and ſpeaking 
4 the Per ſon of God the Father? I have ſhown 
ou what they certainly did 2 mean: And nd 
ul could not ſo readily account for the other, 
rei $ of leſs Moment; the Cauſe being little con- 
le ern'd in it. But I ſhall endeayor to 2 15 you 
this point alſo. 
vou have but two Quotations, which are any 
Hing to the Purpoſe: One our of Theophilus, 
"l Piſhop of Antioch; and the other from Ter- 
4 40 allian. And they indeed, verbally, may ſeem 
e o countenance your Notion; tho', in reality, 


an 4 * Ch. 26. E they 


75 
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other by, f Aucloritate & nomine (Patris? 1 


bis own per/onal diſtinguiſhing Character, as ai 


Jam the God of Bethel; and io in the ref 


This Character, ſince the diſtinction of Perfoul 


_ — — 
rr. 


ner, to the Father, may be ſaid to have a 
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they meant nothing like it. But. what ac! 2 
they mean, one by, *c e T8 Oes, the, 


Let it be conſidered, that the ſecond Perſon, inl 4 
the Texts above cited, is not repreſented unde 


Son, or ſecond Perſon, or Meſſiah, or Media; 
tor, as he has been ſince. It is not ſaid, thal 2 
the Hon of the Lord God, called unto Azam 1 
but the Lord God called, &c. t. It is not, 3 
am the So, of the God of Bethel, &c. 1 


Chriſt therefore, in theſe,” or the like Texts, i 43 
not repreſented under his own peculiar an 
racter; but under ſuch a Character as is common 


to the Godhead, to the Father and Him tool 


has been revealed to us, has been, in a mon 
eminent and peculiar 1 Manner, reſerved to that 
Father. He is repreſented emmently now al 
God; and Chriſt, as So of God; or Mediator z + 
or Meſſi ab, Chriſt having before rook upoſ 
Him that Part, Character, or Office, which fucl 
that time has been reſerved, in a peculiar man 


in the Perſon of the Father, or z the Name a 9 
the Father; that is, under the ſame Characc 
or Capacity, which the Father now chic 
bears with reſpect to Men. This He melt : 
well do, being equally qualified for either. Ay 


* Theoph. ad Autol. I. 2. p. 229. Ox. Ed. 
+ Tertull, adyv. Marc. l. 2. c. 27. F Sen. 3. $ 


9 
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„ of God, He was really God; and as Sor 
Bf the Almighty, He was Almghty, in his 
eu right, as Tertullian expreſſes it: And 
W:crcforc might as juſtly bear the Stile and Tirie 
If Lord God, God of Abraham, &c. while He 
ad in that Capacity, as He did that of Me- 
ator, Meſſiuhb, Son of the Father, &c. after 
ec condeſcended to act in another, and to iſ- 
over his perional Relation. 

, 3 You cited theſe Words of Tertullian : Ciigus 
ictoritate F nomine ipſè erat Deus, qui 
idebatur, Dei Filius. Which might have been 
[ E-ndred thus. The Son of God who ap- 
2 peared. He was God (ating) in his (%s Fa- 
1100 ther's) Naine, and with his Aurhority. And 

oo F you but cited the next immediate Words, 

ou o might have diſcovered the true meaning of 
orWhar Paſſage. Sed & Penes 0s, Chriſtus in 
8-7 /02 Chriſti, quia © hoc modo noſter eft 
4 That is to ſay: But with us (Chriſtians) Chriſt 
£01 allo underſtood under the Character, or Per- 
In, of the Me/7ah : Becauſe He is ours in this 
WE apacity allo: That is, He is not only our 
Joa; but our Mediator and Redeemer. And 
tender that Character we receive Him, as being 
Wore peculiar to Him, beyond what He has 
2 common with the Father. Formerly He was 
Wccived and adored under the one common Cha- 


* Suo jure omnipotens qua Filius Omnipotentis cum & 
195 Omnipotentis tam Omnipotens fit, quam Deus Dei Filius. 
AX. C. 17. p. 520. ä 

7 Contr. Marc. J. 2. c. 27. 


E 2 racter 
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racter of God, Lord, and Fehovah: not meer 3 
as repreſentative of God the Father, or as in 
veſted with his Authority, bur as ſtrictly an 
truly God, Con ſubſtantial with God the Father 
according to the unanimous Opinion of all ti 
Antients, and“ of Thoſe in particular, who ſpealfi 
of his acting in the Name, or Per ſon of the Fil 
ther. Bur now, having a new Title to diſtin 
guiſh Him by, we receive Him in both Cape I 
cities: as God, by Nature; and as Meſſiah, fi 
Mcdiator, by Office. . 

The Sum then of the Caſe is this: wil 
Chriſt appear'd to the Patriarchs, and claim 3 
their Obedience, Homage, and Adoration ; Hi 
oy not do this under the Name and Chara 3 


Joly peculiar to "Hinw 1 ; bur under noche * 
which is His roo, but in common with the Fl 
ther; namely that of Lord God, God Almizhi\G 
&c. and being ſince diſcovered not to be th 
Father Himſelf, but the do; not vaoriginatal 
but God of God; all chat he did caiaſ be rf 
ferr'd back to the Father, the Head and Foul 
tain of All; whole Authority He exercise 2 
whoſe Orders He executed, and whole Per /olf 
Character, or Office, He (in ſome ſenſe) repreſent 
ed and ſuſtained. Thus, under the f New Tell 
ment allo, He referred all that He did to the A 
thority of the Father, as the firſt Original, an 


* Sce True Script. Dodr. continued, p. 199. 

t Vid. Tertull. Contr. Prax. c. 21. p. 512 Ego Vent in Pal 
mei nomine Adeo ſemper Filius erat in Dei & Regis 
Domini, & Omnipotentis, & Altiſſimi nomine. 


Four 
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untain of all Power, Pre-eminence, Dignity, 
c. acting in His Name, executing His Will, 
Id repreſenting His Perſon. (J and my Fa- 
er are one, Joh. 10. 30. He that bath ſeen 
. bath ſeen the Father, Joh. 14. 9. I can 
ny own ſelf do nothing, Joh. 5. 30.) And 
c whatever is {aid of Chriſt, is to be under- 
1 Pod of Him in his own Perſon; and not of 
e Father only, whom He repreſented. In 
Wc, it is not neceſſary that every one who 
ts 7 the Name, or by the Authority, or in 
e Perſon of another, ſhould uſurp the Stile of 
il at other, and ſpeak in the fr ff Perſon; e.g. A 
3+ er, or an Ambaſſador ſpeaks in the King's 
4 Lame, and by his Authority, and repreſents his 
erſon: But does not Per ſonate the King, in 
e ſtricteſt Senſe; does nor pretend to ſay, I 
4 the King. And therefore you can draw no 
Wrtain Concluſion from the two Paſſages of 
| ow and Tertullian. On the contrary, I 
I ve ſhown you from the whole drifr, Tenor, 
$4 11 as well as from particular Teſtimo- 
s of the primitive Writings, that they are far 
Nt Pm favouring your pretences in this Caſe, but 
| e a perfect Contradiction to them. From what 
I rh been faid, theſe three Things are very plain 
d evident 
1. That, according to the Mind of the An- 
nts, the Son was God, and fo called in his 
rn Per, ſon. 
2. That He was God in his own Perſon, as 
ing God's Son. 
E 3 2: That 
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3. That He was God's Jon, as having thi 
divine Subſtance communicated from the ref NF 
ther. 1 
Theſe three Conſiderations intirely take of 
the force of whatever either You or Dr. Clark : | 
hath offer'd to perplex and puzzle a very cleaff , 
and manifeſt Truth. - 
I have inſiſted chiefly on the firſt Particulaſ 
as was proper in this place; though 1 have 
in paſſing, hinted enough of the two latte. 
allo; elpecially confi dering that they wi 
often be glanced at again, in the proceſs of of : 
our Dijpure. | 
Thus, I hope, L have ſufficiently vindicatel 
the Argument of this Second Query, bara 8 
ſhown from plain Scripture Texts, that Chrisi 
is not excluded from being the one Supren f Z 
God in Conjunction with the Father ; and take 
off your Exceptions: And leſt this ſhould ſeen 
inſufficient, I have confirm'd ir farther, fron 


SIR 
85 


the unanimous conſent of all Antiquity, befor F 
the Council of Nice; which is what your 8 
appeal to in the Cafe. This Article indeed ha 
hereby bcen drawn out into a Sproportional 2 
Length: But the Importance of it is a 1 
cient Apology. Were you able Satisfactorily i 
anſwer the following Queries; This one, whil 
it ſtands vnanſw cred, would be enough for all 
But I proceed. 


Quk xf . 
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nnn AHH; 


ether the Word (God) m Scripture, can 
1 reaſonably be ſuppoſed to carry an ambigu- 
ous meaning, or to beuſed iu à different Senſe, 

= whcn applied to the Father and Son, zu the 
las ane ere , and even in the ſame 
= /:/c? See Joh. I. I. 5 


IERE you make Anſwer; that he Word 
J (God) zu Scriprtare bath a relative 
8 :0n:fication, and is uſed in a ſupreme and 4 
tel abordiuate Senſe. And you appeal to Exod. 
in . 1. I have made Thee a God to Pharaoh; 
wi and to Pſal. 82. 1. God ſtaudeth in the Aſfſem- 
m/ of Gods; judgelhß among Gods; and you 
eſire that 7%. 10. 34, 35. may be compared; 
it not written in your Law, I ſaid ye are 
God, &c. You arc impatient, I perccive, to 
come to your Diſtinction of Supreme and Sub- 
or diuate; which, you imagine, clears all Diffi- 
aculties, and you will not ſtay to conſider what 
Wought to be ſaid firſt. The firſt and moſt ge- 
W ncral Diſtinction of the Senſes of the Word, 
00d, ſhould be into proper and improper; after 
which it will be ſoon enough to come to your 
W tamed Diſtinction of Supreme and Snboratnate. 
Dr. Clarke, indeed. would perſwade us, that 
the proper Scripture-Notion of God is Domi- 
$7z0u ; and that therefore any Perſon having 
Dominion, is, according to the Scripture-No- 
E 4 tion, 
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fully conſidered; and the manner of ſpeaking 
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tion, truly, and properly God. This ſhall be , 
examined; bur it will be convenient here to ſet 

down the DbRor's own Words. The Word ” 

„Oels, God, has in Scripture, and in all Books 
of Morality and Religion, a relative Signi- Wi: 
* fication; and not, as in meraphy/ical Books, 
an abſolute one: as is evident from the ve. 
ative Terms, which in oral Writings may 
„always be joined with it. For inſtance: In 
* the ſame manner as we ſay 3 Father, ny 
+ King, and the like; ſo it is proper allo to 
** ſay, ny God, the God of 1/ract, the God i 
* of the Univerſe, and the like: Which words 
are expreſſive of Dominion and Government. 
** Bur, in the meiaphyſical Way, it cannot be 
« faid my Infinite Subſtance, the Infinite Sub- 
V ſtance of Lracl. or the like*. He repeats Tg 


* 


the Obſervation (. 290.) f And is very poſitive ” 


that the word God, in Scripture, is always a Bi 
relative Word of Office ; giving the fame pret- 
Zy Reaſon for it, as before. This ſhall be carc- Ml 


accounted for, in the ſeque el. 2 

1 ſhall only obſerve here, by the way, that Wi 
the Word, Star, is a relative Word, for the 
lame Reaſon with that, which the Doctor gives 
for the other. For, the Star of your God 
Remphan, (Ads 7. 43.) is a proper Expreſſion : 
But, in the netaphyſical Way, it cannot be 
ſaid, the luminous Subſtance of your God Rem. 


* See Dy. Clarke's Reply, p 284. 
1 Compare alſo Script. Dor. p. 296. alias 264. 
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S 545. So again; Water is a relative Word 5 
For it is proper to ſay, the Water of 1/rael: 
ut, in the 3 Way. it cannot be ſaid, 
N Ine fluid Subſtance of Iſrael; The Expreſſion 
Ws * improper. By parity of Reaſon, we may 
5 make relative Words, almoſt as many as we 
pleaſe. But to proceed: 1 maintain that Do- 
I 71100 is not the full Import of the word God, 
5 In Scripture; that it is but a part of the Idea, 
5 $od a {mall part too; and that, if any Perſon 
pe called God, meerly on account of Dominion, 
al l le is called to by way of Figure and Reſem- 
as| 5 plance only; and is not properly God, accord- 
t. 15 yg to the Scripture-Notion of it. We may call 
deff BS one, a King, who lives free and indepen- 

bent, ſubject ro no Man's Will. He is a King 
- % far, or in ſome reſpect ; tho' in many other 
7 Kipcts, nothing like one; and therefore not 
'% gr operly a King. If by the ſame Figure 
If Speech, by way of Alluſion and Relem- 
1 lance, any thing be called God, becauſe re- 
5 Embling God in one or more Particulars; we 
| re not to conclude, that it is properly, and 
5 Hh God. 
Io enlarge ſomething farther upon this 
rcs | » ; and to illuſtrate the Caſe by a few In- 


0 i very obvious to perceive, where the impropriety of ſuch Ex- 
B: 5 ions lies. The word Subſtance, according to the common uſe of 
be guage, when uſed in the Singular Number, is ſuppoſed to be 

Wrinhck 70 the Thing ſpoken of, whoſe Subſtance it is; and indeed, 
N- Le the Thing it ſelf. My Subſtance, is my Self: and the Subſtance 

Wy liracl, is lirael, And hence it comes to be improper to join Sub- 
nce with the relative Terms, anger feuding it of any thing ex- 


i Inſick. 
an 


ſtances 


50 A DEFENSE Qu. III. 
ſtances. Part of the Idea which goes along 
with the Word, God, is, that his Habitation is 

ſublime, and his dwelling not with Fleſh, Dan. 
2. II. This part of the Idea is applicable to 
Angels, or to Saints, and therefore they may 
thus far be reputed Gods; and are ſometimes MK 
fo ſtiled in Scripture, or Eccleſiaſtical Writings, 
Another part of the complex Idea of God, is 
giving orders from Above, and publiſhing com- 
mands from Heaven. This was, in ſome Senic, 
applicable ro Moſes; who is therefore called MR 
4 God unto Pharaoh: not as being properly 1 
God; bur inſtead of God, in that Inſtance, ot 
that reſembling Circumſtance. In the fame re-. 
ſpect, every Prophet, or Apoſtle, or even a 
Miniſter of a Pariſh, might be Aguratively call 
ed God, Dominion goes along with the Idea 
of God, or is a part of it; and therefore Kzngs, 
Princes, and Magiſtrates, reſembling God in 
that reſpect, may, by the like Figure of Speech, 
be ſtiled Gods: not properly; for then wel 
might as properly ſay, God David, God Sol. 
mon, or God Jeroboam, as King David, &M 
but by way of Alluſion, and in regard to ſom 
imperfect reſemblance which they bear to G 
in ſome particular reſpects; and that is all. IM 
belongs to God, to receive Worthip, and Sa 
crifice, and Homage. Now, becauſe the Hes 
then Idols ſo far reſembled God, as to be made 
the Objects of Worſhip, Sc. Therefore they 
allo, by the ſame Figure of Speech, are by the 
Scripture denominated, Gods, tho' at the ſam 
(10068 
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time, they are declared, in a proper Senſe, to 
be no Gods. The Belly is called the God of 
the Luxurious, PHil. 3. 19. becaule ſome are as 
much devoted to the Scrvice of their Belles, 
as others are to the Service of God; and be- 
cauſe their Luſts have got the dominion over 
them. This way of ſpeaking is, in like manner, 

grounded on ſome imperfect Reſemblance, and 
is caſily underſtood. The Prince of the Devils 
is ſuppoſed. by moſt Interpreters, to be called 
the God of this World, 2 Cor. 4. 4. If fo, the 
i Reaſon may be, either becauſe the Men of 
this World arc intirely devoted to his Service; 
or that He has got the Power and Dominion 
over Them. 
= Thus we ſee, how the word God, according to 
the popular way of ſpeaking, has been applied to 
Angels, or to Men, or to Things inanimate and 
inſenſible; becauſe ſome part of the Idea be- 
» ler to God, has been conccived to belong 
wel to them allo. To argue from hence, that any 
1. of them is properly God, is making the whole 
«|| Jof a part; and reaſoning fallaciouſſy, a ditto 
mM Lunden, guid, as the Schools ſpeak, ad di- 
00 dum ſimpliciter. If we inquire carefully into 
5 che Scripture Notion of the Word, we ſhall 
F find. that neither Dominion ſingly, nor all the 
other Inſtances of Reſemblance make up the 
Idea; or are ſufficient to denominate any 
3 Thing properly God. When the Prince of 
Dre pretended to be God, Ezek. 28. 2. He 
Y cough of ſomething more than meer Domi- 
0 3 | nion 


52 A DEFENSE Qu. III. 
nion to make Him ſo. He thought of Strength 
invincible, and Power irreſiſtible: and God 
was pleas'd to convince Him of his Folly and 
Vanity, not by telling Him how ſcanty his 
Dominion was, or how low his Office; but 
how weak, frail, and periſhing his Nature was; BR 
that He was Man only, and not God, v. 2. 9. 
and ſhould ſurely find ſo by the Event. When 
the Lycaonians, upon the _ of a Miracle 
wroughr by Sr. Paul, (Acts 14. 11.) took Him 
and Barnabas for God; They did not think 
ſo much of Dominion, as of Power, and Abi. 
lity, beyond Human: And when the Apoſtles 
anſwer'd them, they did not tell them that 
their Dominion was only Human; or that 
their Office was not Divine; but chat they 
had not a divine Nature: They were weak, 
frail, and feeble Men; of like Infirmities with 
the reſt of their Species, and therefore no 
Gods. 

If we trace the Scriprare Notion of one that p 
is truly and properly God; we ſhall find it 
made up of theſe ſeveral Ideas; Infinite Wiſdom, 4 
Power invincible, All- ſufficiency, and the like. 
Theſe are the Ground and Foundation of Do- 
miniou; which is but a ſecondary Notion, a Con- 
ſequence of the Former: And it muſt be Domi- 
nion Supreme, and none elſe, which will ſuit 
with the Scripture-Notion of God. It is not 
that of a Governor, a Ruler, a Protecter, a 
Lord, or the like; but a ſoverargn Ruler, an 40. 
| gur protector, an omni ſcieut and omnipreſent 
Goyer- 


: Pee, 
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Governor: An eternal, immutable, all- ſufficient 
Creator, Preſerver, and Protector. Whatever 
& falls ſhort of this, is not properly, in the Scri- 
25 pture- Notion, God; bur is only called ſo by 
way of Figure; as has before been cxpiu'id. 
Now, if you ask me why the relative 1 
may properly be applied ro the Word Cod. the 
& rcalon is plain; becauſe there is ſomething 7e- 
lative in the whole Idea of God; namely, rhe 
notion of Governor, Protector, &c. If you 
ask why they cannot fo properly be applied to 
the Word, God, in the metaphyſical.Senſe ; be- 
ſide the reaſon before given, there is another 
as plain; becauſe Meraphy/icks take in only 
one part of the Idea, conſider the Nature ab- 
ſtracted from the Relation, leaving the rela- 
tive Part our. 5 3 

From what hath been ſaid, it may appear 
how ulcleſs and inſignificant your Diſtinction 
is of a /upreme and a ſtbordinate God. For, 
not ro mention that this muſt unavoidably 
run you into Polythe;ſm, and bring you to 
aſſert more Gods than one, contrary to the 
whole Tenor of Holy Scripture; which is 
Wan * inſuperable Objection to your Hypo- 
Js; I ſay, not to mention this at pre- 
ſent, your Hypotheſis is built upon a falſe 
Ground, as if any tbing could be properly God, 
chat is not Supreme. Supreme, in the ſtrict 


= * See what Dr. Bennet has very well urged upon this Head: 
W Diſc. of the H. Trin. p. 178, &c. 
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Senſe, ſuppoſes for its ground all the eſſential 
Properties of one truly and properly God, as + 
_ deſcribed in Scripture. Auother God after this | 
is 20 God; becauſe Scripture makes but one; 
beſides thar an * inferior God is only God 7 
properly, and ſo called by way of Figure, o 
in ſome particular reſpect: So that at length 
your famed Diſtinction of a ſhpremèe and 40 
ordinate God, retolves into à God, and no GH 1 
The Queſtion then, between us, is, whether | 
Chriſt be God proper/y, or mmproperly ſo call. 
ed; that is, whether He be God., or no. vou] 5 3 
Arguments to prove Him a /ubordinate Goi 
only, I ſhall look upon as fo many argue, 
againſt his Divinity; and as deſign'd to prove 
that He is not Gd. Wi 

You cite Joh. 10. 35, 36. If He called then 
Gods, to whom the word of God came, ani 
Scriptare cannot be broken : Say ye of Fin 
whom the V. 3 hath ſaucti ed, and {ent 
into the World, Thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe 1 
ſaid, 1 am the Son of God? From hence you F Il 


i Neque enim proximi erimus opinionibus Nationum, quæ il 
quando coguntur Deum confiteri temen & Alios infra Illum -volunt.f 
Divinitas autem gradum non habet, utpote unica. Tertull. ad 
Jlermog. c. 7. p. 236. Deus non erit dicendus, quia nec creden-|| 
dus, niſi Summum magnum. Nega Deum, quem dicis dereriorem.| 
Tertull. Contr, Marc. |. I. c. 6. 20 


Qui ſuper ſe habet Aliquem Superiorem, & ſub Alterius rol 
teſtate eſt; Hic neque Des, neque Magnus Rex dici ral 
Iren. l. 4. c. 2. p. 229. 5 


Unus igitur Omnium Dominus eſt Deus, Neque enim illa fab _ 
limitas poteſt habere Conſortem, cum Sola omnium teneat poi od 
teſtatem. Cypr. de Idol, Van. p. 14. Ox. Edit. ES: 


5 6 45 jy 
95 
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| >ndeavor to prove, that Chriſt is God in the 
br ——— Senſe only; that is, as I have faid, 
| ; bot properly or truly God. But I can fee no 
.Snanner of ground for this Inference from the 
Words before us. Our Bleſſed Lord had in- 
Miuated that He was really and truly God; but 
Had not aſſerted it in lain and expreſs Terms: 
| B pon this bare innuendb, the Fews charge Him 
1 Pich direct Blaſphemy : He to evade their Ma- 
Jice and to keep to the Truth, neither affirms, 
| or denics that He meant it in the Senſe which 
M0 they apprehended. However, his Diſcourſe be- 
ing in general Terms, and not explicite enough 
o found a charge of Blaſphemy upon, He ap- 
peals to their Law, in order to ſhow, that it is 
pot always Blaſphemy, to make one's ſelf God, 
1 5 to apply the Title of God, even to mortal 
Men, and Men inferior to Himſelf, conſidered 
” Sly as Man. This was anſwer ſufficient to 
Them; who could not from his own Expreſ: 
ons clearly convict Him of meaning more, 
ol than that He was God in the zuproper Senſe 
; Ke the Word, as it had been uſed, Z/al. 82. 6. 
1 evertheleſs, He leaves the point of his Divi- 
BY 125 undecided; or rather, ſtill goes on to in- 
den. inuate, in Words which they could not direct- 
ren. 1 lay hold on, the very Thing which they 
Fharged Him with. This enraged them ſo much 
of | more: and therefore they again ſought to 
e Him, v. 39. But He eſcaped out of their 
band. This Interpretation may ſuffice to take 
lee the force of your Argument. Yer, the 
cer . Words 
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which I here maintain “. 
God in a ſubordinate Senſe; that is, God 
This may ſignify only his Subordination, 3 
as He is God by being begotten of Hin] 


This Anſwer is direct and full, upon the on 4 


bably it may, of his human Nature only, ther 


| Him of a different and inferior Nature to Him 
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Words may admit of other and perhaps betten E 
Interpretations, conſiſtent with the Principle 


You proceed to cite Heb. 1. 8,9. and argu 
thus: He who being God, calls another hi 
God, and is ſanctiſied by Him, muſt needs b. 


: : . 
; oY fl Woe ts A. 7 — 9 
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improperly ſo called, or zo God. To an old 9 
Objection, I might return an old Anſwer, in the "3 
work of Hilary, or words to the ſame Effea © 4 


* a Son, or as God of God, without any i by 
« feriority of Nature. The Father is his God 


poſition that the Text cited is meant of b 
divine Nature of Chriſt, or of Chriſt in bi 
higheſt Capacity. But if ir be meant, as 1 0 e 


is no weight in the Objection. 

As to the Son's being ſanttified, I hou 
hardly have thought ir of any Imporrance 9 
the Cauſe, had it not been twice inſiſted on ba 
you. May not the Father deſign, appoint! Pt 
conſecrate his Son, conſider'd in either Capacity 


to the Office of Mediator, without ſuppoſing A 
Or, ſuppoſe the /anf/ifyiyug may be meant oo 


* See True Script. Dor. continued, p. 178. "or 
+ Ad Nativitatem refertur; cæterum non perimit Naturam; © 
idcirco Deus ejus eſt, quia ex eo natus in Deum eſt. Hilar. nn 
Trin. l. 4. c. 35. p. 848. La 
+ See Bennet. Diſcourſe on the Irin. p. 31,33; Cc. Ph 
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e human Nature, which the Father has ſancti- 
e M l. by uniting it to the Ade what force 
Fill there remain in your Objection? Having 
yſwer'd your Pleas and Pretences for a fh. 
1 4;nate God, J proceed to ſhow that Chriſt is 
1 Wor called God in a fubordinate, or improper 
oof fy but in the ſame Senſe, and in as high a 
un enſe, as the Father Himſelf is ſo ſtiled. 
2 


1 1. Becauſe He is called the Jehovah, which 
4 a word of ab/0/ute Signification, and is tue 
municoble Name of the one true God. 


! 
M1 
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i He is, very probably, called Fehovah, Luk. 
up. 16. 17. many ſhall He (viz. John the Baptiſt) 
4 bn to the Lord their God, and He ſhail yo 
fore Him. The Doctor owns that, in ftriłt- 
0 3 of Conſtruction, the words (the Lord their 
elf G44 ) muſt be underſtood of Chriſt. And there- 
& e Chriſt is Lord God, or Jehovah Elohim, 


lle is likewiſe called the Lord Cod of che 
0 Tober, as appears from Rev. 22. 6. com- 
0 ted with v. 16. of the ſame Chapter. This 
zſinWy be farther confirmed by comparing the 
lim ts following. 


5 ee this Text excellently defended and illuſtrated in True 
ire Doctr. continud p. 132, 133, C4. 


of 


58 


A DEF E 


old haſt thou laid 
the Foundation of the 
Earth, Pl. 102.25. &c. 
Addreſs'd to the Je- 
bovah., 

And the Lord (Je-| 
hovah) ſaid unto me: 
Caſt - unto the Pot- 
ter; a goodly price 
that I was priſed at 
of them, Lech. II. Iz. 

bs” ſhall look on 

„ ſpeaking 
by the Prophet ) whom 
they have Pierced, 
Zech. 12. 10. 

The Voice of 
that crieth in the Wil- 
derneſs, prepare ye the 

way of the Lord (Je- 
hovah ) If. 40. 3 

The Lord faid 1 
will have mercy on the 
Houſe of Judah, and 
will fave them by the 
Lord (Jehovah) their 


beginning haſt laid 1 
Foundations of the 
Earth, Heb. 1. 10. 


That which was Up 
ken, &c. Matth. ol 


faith, They ſhall 6 | 


Hm 


NSE Qu. 


4 


5 


2 Thou Lad iu 1, 


bT hen was full Led: ' 


9, 10. 
Another Scriptur 


on Him (Tekus Chriſt 
whom they have pier 
ced, Joh. 19. 37. 0 
_ eThe Voice of o ; 
crymg in the Wilde 
neſs, prepare ye 1 
_ of the Lord, Mu 4 
— 7s born 711 - ii Jr 
City of David, 
viour, which ts cif 


the Lord, Luk. 2. 118 


God, Hol. I. 7. 


i A See Surenbuſil Conciliation. 
b Surenhuſ. in loc. p. 280. 


in loc. pP. 600. 


c Surenhuſ. in Matt. 3. 3. p. 207. JI refer to this Author, il C 


wiate the pretence, that theſe Texts might be underf food, only 97 


of Accommodation. 
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I have produced the Texts again, in order 
4 take notice of the very peculiar way, which 
Jou have of evading. It is your avowed Prin- 
ple, that Chriſt is not Jehovah in his own 
| (P.24.) and elfewhere: and that the 
3 % called Jehovah is the Father only. 
hat then muſt be ſaid to theſe Texts, which 
ge ſo very plain and expreſs to the contrary ; 
Bomuch that * Dr. Clarke Himſelf owns, that 
| the name Jehovah 7s given to that viſible 
3 % (meaning Chriſt) who appear'd as re- 
eſenting the Perſon of the inviſible God? 
e does not fay, it was given to the Perſon 
| 9 9 Vreſented only, but to the Perſon repre/ſent- 
1 J alſo; which you ſeem to deny. But you 
0 Wnfound your {elf with your | own Comment 
"1 Pon Hol. 1. 7. ( Fehovah would —— ſave them 
e their God) That is, ſay you, that 
Dovah Yimſelf would fave them, but not iu 
7 own Perſon. Well then; it is by another 
hen, which Perſon the Text expreſly calls 
ho vah. 
| 1 pon Zech. 12. 10. compar'd with Job. 19.37. 
„Comment thus (. 26.) The Sufferimgs of 
night well be called the Suſferings of 
| We N pierced in Effigie in his Son, 
is the expreſs Image of his Perſon. 
Wh a fanciful Turn is here, mcerly to elude 
force of plain Scripture. Say rather, that 
1 pe Chriſt is the EHgies, the expreſs Image 
Wi Father, He might juſtly be called Je- 
x * „ p. 163. + p. 25. 
IM F 2 boyah, 
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howvah, which indeed He is, as well as the Fa. 5 
ther. I ſhall dwell no longer on ſo clear and 5 
indiſputable a point. What you hint, that the 
Father and Son cannot Both be Zehovah, or as 
you expreſs it, one individual Being, meaning 
one Perſon, is hardly deſerving Notice; becauſe, 
it is nothing but playing with the word iudi. 
vidual; and diſputing againſt no Body : either 
take the word in our Senſe of ir, or pretend®? 
not that you oppoſe us. It has been obſerved?” 
above, that Antiquity is every where full and 
expreſs i in this Matter; never queſtioning, but © 
conſtantly aſſerting, that the Son is Jehova 
and fo called, in Scripture, in his own Perſon 
and in his own right, as Coeſſential Son of God 
The next Thing which 1 have to obſerve, is, 
that Zehovah is a word of abſolute Significs | 
tion. The relative Terms do not ſuit with 
it, as with the other. We do not read my Je 
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hovah, or your Jehovah, or the Jehovah off 
Tſraet; as is pertinently remark'd by a learneq | 
Gentleman; ; and the ſame Gentleman obſerves _ 
that it is ſometimes render'd by Ses, or Cd { 
from whence we may juſt take notice, by thÞ | 


way, that the word ©::;, or God, in ScriprurcÞ 
is not always, perhaps very rarcly, a meer 7} 
lative Word. That Jehovah is a Word of ab 

ſolute Signification, expreſſing God, as He i 2 
may be proved, both from f Scripture it {cli . 


* The True Script. Doctr. of the Trin. continued, p. 134. N 
+ See this proved in the Appendix to the Conſiderations en M 5 
Whiiſton's Hiſtor. Pref. p. 191. 7: 


all 


Qu. III. of ſome QUERIES. 61 
and the * Authorities of the beſt Criticks in this 
a Caſe. What you have to object againſt it, ſhall 
be here examined, with all convenient Brevity. 


$9 to be, giving Being to (i.e. Performing) his 
v Promiſes. For Reaſons beſt known to your 


Self. you ſlip over Exod. 3. v. 14, 15. which 


Matter; and chaſe to found all your Reafon- 
ings upon Exod 6.2, 3, Sc. an obſcure Place, 


( Jchovah) and JI appeared unto Abraham, unto 


þ: 4/mighty (El Shaddai) but by my Name Je- 
© hovah, was not known unto them. 

Lou do nor, I preſume, ſo underſtand this 
Text, as if this was the firſt Time that God re- 
vealed Himſelf by the Name Jehovah. That 
| He had done before, Exod. 3. 14. And even 
long before That, to Abram, Gen. 15. 7. And 
” Abram had addrels'd Him, under that Name, 


higher, even to Adam and Eve, Gen. 4.1. f. 
Your meaning therefore, I ſuppoſe, mult be, 


* See the Authorities cited in the ſecond Part of the Conſiderations 
by the ſame Author, p. 2, 3. And referr d to in True Scripture 
Doctr. continu'd, p. 133, 134 


Com. in Exod. 3. v. 15. To which it is ſufficient to Anſwer, that it 
may be otherwiſe; and that it is highly improbable, that Moſes, who 
was particularly careful not to introduce the Name of Abraham and 
Sarah, before the proper Time, ſhould not be as careful in reſpect of a 
more venerable Name, the Name of God Himſelf. 


I vou make the Import of the Name Fehovah 
might probably give us rhe moſt Light into the 


on which you have made almoſt as obſcure a_ 
Comment. The Words are, I am the Lord 


F Haac, and unto Jacob, by the Name of God 


bonner, Ger. 15. 2. Nay, it may be run up yet 


. T p. 19. | 
+ M. Le Clerc thinks that all this may be ſolved ty a Proleplis, 
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fulfilling Them. And this metaphorical Senſe 


the proper and ſpecial Import of the Name 
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that God had given many Inſtances of his Þ 3 
Power before, conformable to his Name E! : 
Shaddai : But now, He was to give them In- 
ſtances of his Veracity and Conſtancy in per- 


be ſhown 


. appears to be a very ſtrain'd and remote 
Interpretation. The primary Signification of 


Jehovah, is Being, by your own Confeſſion, 


and as all know, that know any thing: and the 
moſt obvious reaſon of the Name, is, that God 


is Being it ſelf, neceſſarily exiſting, indepen- 


dent, immutable, always the fame ; Accordin 
ro that of Mal. 3.6. I am the Lord (Jehovah) 


forming Promiſes, conformable to his Name 
Fehovah. This, I think, either is, or ſhould 
be your Senſe of this obſcure. Paſſage. Thar it 
is not the true Senſe of the Place, is next to] 
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I change not. After this, in the natural Order, 


He may be conſidered as the Fountain of He- 


ing, or giving Being to all other Things: So 


that this ſeems bur a /econdary Notion of Je- 
hovah. Yours is more remote Rill: it is giving 
Being, not to the World, to Angels, or to 
Men; But to Fords and Promiſes; that is, 


of, giving Being, you would pur upon us, for 


Jehovah, expreſſing Being. Who does not fee 
that this is ſtrained and Far fetch'd ? 

2. The Reaſon which you aſſign for this 
Interpretation, is as Jame as the interpretation 
it ſelf, God, it ; fecms, was now coming to 


fi ulfil 


f 


2 qv m0. af ſome QUERIES. 63 


= fulfil the promiſe made to Abraham; and there- 
fore reminds his People of the Name Fehowab ; 
as importing one faithful and punctual to his 
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Word. Bur what if Jehovah ſhould import 


one eternal and immutable God, the ſame 
yeſterday, to day, and for ever; might not the 


Conſideration thereof be very proper to raiſe 
in Men's Minds the greateſt Confidence and 
Aſſurance imaginable, that He ſhould never fail 
of his Word? . 

2. Beſides, what Account will you give of 


many other Places of Scripture, where God re- 
minds his People, that He is Zehovah; and 
where there is no Reference at all, to promi ſès, 
or the like? T3 


Thus, in this very Chapter, Exod. 6. 39. [ 


8 am the Lord: ( Jehovah) ſpeak thou unto 
| Pharaoh King of Egypt all that JI ſay unto 
Thee. Again; Agaznſt all the Gods of Egypt, 


1 will execute fFudgment; I am Jehovah, 


Exod. 12. 12. None of you ſhall approach to 
any that is near of Kin to Him J am 
Jehovah, Lev. 18.6. J am the Lord (Jehovah) 
that is my Name, and my Glory will I not 
give to another; neither my prazſe to grauen 
Images, Iſ. 42. 8. many more Places of like 
nature might be cited. But I chuſe to refer you 
to a Concordance for them. What J intend from 


* Monſ. Ie Clere, upon the Place, endeavors by Duirꝶ and Sub- 
tilty to turn ſeveral Paſſages, wherein the Jehovah is mention d, to one 
particular Senſe, in favour of the Sabellians. But that Author, and 
his Manner are well known, and with what Byaſs he writes. The 
very Inſtances which He brings are enough to confute Him. 

F 4 them 
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and veaerable Name, which expreſſes more 


III. 
them is this; that if your's be the true Account | 
of the ſpecial Import of the Name Jehovab, it. 
will be hard to find any Senſe, or Pertinency WY 
in choſe, or other frequent Repetitions of it. Mo 
But underſtanding the Word, as it has been ge. Ar 


nerally underſtood by Perſons of the greateſt Fo, 


Learning and Judgment, all is clear, pertinent, In 
and con /, ent. deu 

But, you will ſay, why then does God ſo] Fel 
particularly take notice, that by hi%⁰ name Je. gp 
hovah, He was not known to Abraham, Iſaac, 


and Jacob? Exod. 6. 3. Did not they know fe 


Him, and worſhip Him, as the true, eternal, . 
independent, immutable God, the Creator off ft 
all Things? Yes, certainly they did, and un- Se 


der the Name Jehovah too; and probably un- 


derſtood the import of it. The moſt prbbable n 
Solution of the whole Difficulry is this; that h 


the Words, in the latter part of the Text, 


ought to be underſtood by way of Interro- 1 
gation, thus: Bur by my name Jchovah, was Ba 
J not alſo known unto them? That great 


than El- Shaddai, or any other Name, and] 
which 1 have choſen for my memorial to all 
Generations? 4 
If you pleaſe to conſult rhe C7z#ic%s, you Wi 
will find this interpretation ſupported by tuch 
Reaſons as will bear Examining. It has been 
obſerved by the Learned, that ſome of the Greek 
Writers read the Words, 2 7 woua pus, Kin@, 
N e «Tos. That is, my name, Jchovyah, 1 
made 
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: qc known unto them; which Interpretation 

s likewiſe favourd by the Arabick Verſion. 
This, at leaſt, we may ſay; that from a Paſ- 
| Fl WM ſo obſcure, and capable of ſeveral Con- 

ſtructions, no certain Argument can be drawn, 
| For the ſpecial import of the word Zehovah, 
in oppoſttion to the beſt Criticks in the Lan- 

ö age. whether Antient or Modern. Now, to 
o Felume the Thread of our Argument; ſince it 
„ gppears that Chriſt is, in his own proper Per- 
Pn, called Fehovah, a Word of abſolute Signi- 
cation, expreſſing the divine Nature or Ex 
ſeuce; it muſt follow that He is God, ſtrictly 
po called; and not in the relative or improper 
enſe, as is pretended. 

. This will appear farther, if it be conſider'd 
that Jehovah is the zncommunicable Name of 
he one true God. This may be proved from 
EF ſeveral Texts, which I ſhall only point to in 
he Margin; referring you to fa learned Author, 
Irho has abundantly made good the Aſſertion. 
may remark that this and the foregoing Ob- 
ſervation ſerve to ſupport and confirm each 
ther: For, if Jehovah ſignify the eternal 
Immutable God, it is manifeſt that the Name 
Bs iucommunicable, ſince there is but one God; 
Ind if the Name be incommunicable, then Je. 
ſbovah can ſignify nothing but that one God to 
hom. and to whom h, it is appljed. And 


8 * Fxod. 3. 14. IF: Deut. 26. 17. 18. Plal. 83. 18. IC. $3 8. 
Hoſea 12. 5. 


% Letter to the Author of the Hiſtory of Mentaniſm, p. 5. &c» 
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Son, in Scripture, does not bear a double Mea 
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if both theſe Parts be true, and it be true le 3 
wiſe, that this Name is applied to Chriſt ; th 
Conſequence is irreſiſtible, that Chriſt is th 


fame one God; not the fame Perſon with thi 
Father, to whom alſo rhe Name Os | 


attributed, but the fame Subſtance, the fan 
Being, in a Word, the fame Jehovah; thus 
revealed to be more Perſons than one. 8 


much for my firſt Argument to prove th: | ö 
the Word, God, when applied to the Father aus 


ing, one proper, and the other improper; bi. 
is to be underſtood in one and the ſame tri 
and proper Senſe, in reſpect of Both. 1 

2. My feeond Argument for it ſhall by®" 


from Joh. 1 1. purſuant to the Words of th: 8 
Query. In the beginning was the Word, an 


the Word was with God, and the Word wi E 


Cod, v. 1. All Things were made by Him, & F 7 
v. 3. Here, we find the “on expreſly call 


God: and the only queſtion is, whether in e 
proper, or improper Senſe. The Circumſtanc e 


LE 


of the place muſt determine us in this Enquiry 


Here are Three Marks re direct us how fl 


form a Judgmenr. 1. The word ®zs, Golf 


is uſed in a proper Senſe in the very fan | 
Verſe. 2. The word was God in the Beginning” 
that is, before the Creation. 3. The Work on * 


Creation is attributed to Him. 8 


I fay, firſt, the word Oebs, God, is ond? 
uſed, in a proper Senſe, in the very fame Veri 

j have before ſhown, that the pretended rel © 
Hl 
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ve Senſe is only an mproper and figurative 


enſe of the word God, according to the Scri- 


2 


i 


Sture-Notion of it; and therefore, certainly, 
That cannot be the meaning of it here, bein 
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g pplied to the Father, who, without diſpute, 

1 i properly God. Beſides, that ſince Ong in the 

geptuagint is frequently the rendering of Je- 

do vah, as you may readily fee by turning to 

Frommius's Concordance; and ſince St. ohn 
n Himſelf follows that rendering, as you may ob- 

Frve by comparing, 70h. 6. 45. with I/ 54. 13. 

e may reaſonably think that » ®zs, in the 
EF Text, is of the ſame Signification with Jeho- 

paß which is a farther proof that it is to be 
ynderſtood abſolutely, and not relatively, as 

ou term it, or as I, zmproperly. If therefore 

Ec word ©:55, God, be once uſed by St. John 
© the fri and proper Senſe; How can we 
E magine that immediately after, in the very ſame 
Perſe, He ſhould ule the ſame Word in a Senſe 
Eycry different from that of the former? You 
emark, that the Article is prefixed before 
in Des, in an abſolute Conſtruction, when ſpoken 
Bf the Father; but omitted when predicated 
the Aoyès. But if the want of the Article be 
Hfficient to prove that Os, God, when applied 
in ze the Word, is of a different meaning; by the 
me Argument you might prove that the ſame 
Word, Oeòs, without an Article, in no leſs than 
Pur places more of this Chapter (v. 6. 12, 13.18.) 
eri not to be underſtood of the one true God. 
el cannot help thinking a remark Triffiug, which 
tin ſüogniſios 
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ſignifies ſo little, as either to prove too much 
or to prove nothing. Could you ſhow tha 
Obs without the Article, was always taken inf 
a relative, or improper Senſe, you would d 
ſomething All that you attempt to ſhow, is“ 
that b © is no where, in the new Teſtament Þ* 
predicated of the Word, in an abſolute Con] 
ſtruction: And what if it is not? Then, it i 
not: For, that is all you can make of it. O 
without the Article in many Places, confeſſceÞ* 
ly. means as much as Oels with the Article 
Which is enough for our purpoſe. Or, admit, 
ting that there is ſome reaſon and ſignificancſ 
in it, that the Son is not ſtiled » ©: in an ab 
folute Conſtruction, but that the Title is gene 
rally reſerved to the Father, as the Title, » lar 
all that it ſignifies, is, that the firſt Perſoaf 
of the Holy Trinity is eminently diſtinguiſh 
by an Article; but not that the Addition, off 
the Omiſſion, of an Article makes any Altera 
tion in the Senſe of rhe word Os. You fart 
that three of the moſt learned Ante- Nicer 
Greek Fathers inſiſt upon this Remark 
about the Article. * Clemens of Alexandri 


* Clem. Alex. Strom. 3+ p. 548. Ex. Ox. Clemens does not mi 
i Remark on Joh. 1.1. nor does He mention, that the Article is H 
to diſtinguiſh the Father's Supereminent dignity of Nature above 

Son; As your Reader, or perhaps your Self, might imagine. His deſign u 
anly to prove, againſt Tatian, that the True God (and not the De 
vas the Author of Conjugal Procreation; for which He cites GA 

4. 25+ 0bſeruing, that ©5355 in that Place has the Article 6 before 
and therefore muſt be underſtood of the True God, the muvrerey We 
By the very ſame Rule, Chriſt muſt be True God, in the ſame Sen 
according to Clemens. He is 6 Qg6, See p. 72, 132+ 251. 2 


Orig 
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115 Origen, and f Euſebius. But what do they 
1 gather from it, or what do they mean by it? 
Po they mean that the Son is not God in the 
0 7 Proper Senſe ? nothing like it. Do they mean 
"By hat the Article can never be properly applied 
rhen the Son is ſpoken of, or that the Scripture 
vobſerves it as an invariable Rule? That does 
"For appear, but rather the Contrary : For, they 
underſtood many Texts of the Old Teſtament. 
here Oebs occurs with the Article, of Chriſt, 
| as may appear, in ſome meaſure, from the Texts 
before laid down; and might be more amply 
ſet forth by other Evidence, were any needful 

| n ſo clear a Cale. 

"ES The Truth of the whole Matter is, the Title 
of b Oeòs, being underſtood in rhe ſame Senſe 
with Abrôgess, was, as it ought to be, general- 
ly reſerved to the Father, as the diſtinguiſhing 
Lei ſonal Character of the firſt Perſon of the 
Holy Trinity. And this amounts to no more 
than the Acknowledgement of the Father's Pre- 
rogative, as Father. But as it might alſo ſignify 
Hany Perſon who is truly and eſſentially God, it 
might properly be applied to the Son too: and 
it is ſo applied ſometimes, tho' not fo often as 


r 


it is to the, Father. However, it is hardly 


436. 832. and likewiſe 6 nu e p, p. 277. See alſo p. 148. 
= * In Joh. p. 46. Origen means no more than that the Father is 
A, God unoriginated; the Son, God of God. 
t Eccl. Theol. I. a. c. 17. Euſebius makes no farther uſe of the 
it Ob ſer vation than to prove, againſt Marcellus, that the Avy®> is 4 
* difints real Perſon; and not the Father Himſelf. 


worth 
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worth the while to diſpute this Point. The x 
Sum and Subſtance of all is, that * the Father * 
is abſolutely, and eminently ſtiled 5 Oeòs, a8 
the Fountain of all; the Son ©4#5s,, God of God, BF: 
which is ſufficient to our purpoſe. You ob. Nen 
ſerve ( 7. 42.) that the LXXII have Sets with. 
out the Article, wherever mention is made of . 
God, in what you call the ſubordinate Senſe. FY 
The Inference I ſhould draw from thence, is, FF 
that when ©zs has the Article prefix'd, the“ 
ſupreme God is meant thereby. By this Rule, 
if the concurrent Senſe of the Ante. Nicene 1 
Writers be of any force or weight with you, 
our Diſpute would be at an end. For they ap-. 
ply innumerable Texts, wherein Oeés occurs LI 
with the Article, to our Saviour Chriſt. But if 
you ſlight their Authorities, yet J preſume you 
will be concluded by the inſpired Writers, who 
apply ſome Texts of the Old Teſtament, which | 
have ©«s with the Article, to our Bleſſed 
Lord. Compare i 
Numb. 2 1. 5, 6, 7.| I Cor. 10.9. 
Ja. 45. 22, 23. Rom. 14. 11. Phil. 2. 10. 
I had almoſt forgot to take notice of one 
Pretence more you have, for the /#bord:nate 
Senſe of Oebs, in Fob. T. 1. You word it thus, 
(P. 41.) He who zs God, and at the ſame time 
is with God who begat Him, muſt needs be 
God in a os akin meaning; e the ſame 


V See this more fully axdlan's and illuſtrated i in Dr. Fiddes' s Body 
of Divinity, Vol, 1. p. 383, &c. and 397, &c: 
Vid. Surenhuſ. Conciliation. p. 5 11, 


_ God 


— 


em. / /ome QUERIES. 71 


od could be with Himſelf, Sc. To this it is 
adily anſwer'd, that being with God is the. 
me as being with the Father, (Comp. 1 Joh. 
. 2.) who is God, and eminentiy lo tiled, as 
being firſt in Order“. If he were not always 
bith Him, and inſeparable from Him, He could 
got be God in a proper Senſe. God and God, 
or God of God, ſuppoſes two Perſons; and 
therefore there is no Foundation for the Ob- 
fection of the Son's being with Himſelf. Hav- 
ng thus endeavored to obviate your Exceptions. 
now proceed in the Proof of my Poſition. 
be Word is here (Joh. 1. I.) ſaid to have 
peen God in the Beginning. that is, before the 
Creation; from whence it is farther probable 
e that He is God, in the /?rif and proper Senſe. 
This Circumſtance may at leaſt be ſufficient to 
tonvince you, that the relative Senſe, which 
you contend for, is not applicable. He could 
pave no Relation to the Creatures before 
they were made; no Dominion over them when 
they were not: And therefore could not be 
Cod in the Senſe of Dominion, or Office. But 
hat moſt of all demonſtrates the od to be 
here called God in the proper Senſe, is, that 
the Creation of all Things is aſcribed to Him. 
* * There is no inconſiſtency m admitting a Priority of Order. and yet 
denying the Son to be God in a ſubordinate, or improper Senſe. There 
vas a Priority of Order, in reſpect of Adam and Seth: and yet 
eth was not Man in à ſubordinate Senſe, but in the ſame Senſe 
4 Adam was, I uſe not the Similitude, as if it would anſwer iu 
other reſpects: but it may ſerve ſo far, to illuſtrate my meaning; 


vhich is ſufficient, See Expoſit. Fid. attributed to Juſtin» Mart. 
| 9. 293. Sy16, Ed. | | 
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Creation is an indiſputable Mark of the on 
true God; the * diſtinguiſhing Character by 
which He was to be known, and for which Hel 
was to be reverenc'd above all Gods; and off 
Account of which, He claims to Himſelf ali 

Homage, Worſhip, and Adoration. But of th, 
1 ſhall have occaſion to lay more hereafter, and 

therefore ſhall diſmiſs ir for the preſent. I muſt 
not forget to add, that, beſides what I have here 
urged, by virtue alſo of what hath been proved) 
under Query the firſt, I may come at my Con- 
cluſion. For, no Queſtion can be made bu. 
that the Word is called God, by St. John, in ii 
higher Senſe than any aominal God can pre. 
tend to. And therefore, ſince He is not ex.. 


cluded with the nominal Gods, He is included 


and comprehended in the one ſupreme God; , 
and conſequently, is coeternal and coeſſential. 
with the Father. Enough hath been ſaid in 
Vindication of the Argument contain'd in this 
Query: and ſo now I return it upon you, ſtand. 
ing in full force; and expecting a more com- 
plear, and more ſatisfactory Anſwer. = 


ferem. 10. 11. T Rev. 4. 10, Fl. 


p 8 
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ut kt TY. 


Whether, fappoſe ing the Scripture-Notion 5 
Cod to be no more than that of the _ 
0 | * thor and Governor of the Univerſe, 

Ss whatever it be, the admitting of hs 
Bs her to be Author and Governor of the 
e Univerſe, be not admitting another God; 
a contrary to the Texts before cited from 
ET laiah; and alſo to Iſ. 42. 8 --48. 11. where 
nz He declares, He will not give his Glory to 
Another? 


OUR Anſwer is ( p. 25 Suppoſing the 
= revealed Jenſe of the Word, Gd, to 
ly Dominion, and that He is the Author 
d Governor of the Univerſe, the admitting 
By Sccond Perſon, diſtin from the one ſupreme 
god, to be Author and Governor, doth by no 
1 deans contraditt the Paſſages cited from 
*p or any Other, or introduce two Gods, 
. tu ſupreme Beings, or Perſons. Give 
N le F to produce the Texts of Iſaiah once 
: fore; and ro place others in an oppoſite Co- 
mn to them, only utatis mutandis. purting 
I” aud Governor of the Univerſe in- 
bi Pad of the Word, God; which, with you, 
Wounts to the ſame. 


8 am 
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J am the Lord, aud | E 
there is none elſe; The word was uM 
there is no Author and] thor and Governor «of 
Governor of the Uni-| the Univerſe, Foh. 1.1 
verſe beſides me, I.. 45.5. e 9 
Is there an Author e 6 
and Governor of the] Chriſt came, who i 
Univerſe beſides me? over all, Author an 
yea, there is no Au- Governor of the Uniſf 
thor, Sc. beſides me, | verſe, b/effed for ever 
T/a. 44. 8. | Rom. „ 9 


I hope you ſce plainly how the Texts, i 
the two oppoſite Columns, confront and conf 
tradict each other; and that two Authors an 
Governors of the Univerſe, whom you fupM 
pole two diſtinct ſeparate Beings, are as plainly 
#wo Gods, as if it were ſaid fo in Terms. Fol 
indeed there's no Difference more than that 
putting the Deßnition for the Thing define 
But you have an Evaſion after; That They a 
not two ſupreme Beings. And what if They 
are not? Are They nor ſtill two Authors au 
Governors of the Univerſe? And is not ever 
ſuch Author and Governor, by your own A 
count, a God? This pretence then comes toi 
late. Or admitting that S7preme muſt be ada 
ed to Author and Governor, to make a tr 
Definition of God; then Author and Gl 
veruor of the Univerſe, without Supremt 
is not ſufficient to denominate a Perſon God 


av. eme QUERIES. 75 
d ſo you angod the Second Perſon; and what 
ou gave with one Hand, you take away with 
11 ze other. | 
What you ſhould have faid, is, (for it is 
iat you really mean) that there are zw9 
Pods; one Supreme, and the other Subord:- 
te: Which being a Propoſition utterly re- 
$K2nant to the Texts of 1/a2zah, and to the 
hole Tenor of Scripture, and to all Antiquity, 
u do not, I ſuppoſe, care to ſpeak it at length. 
have before endeavoured to expoſe this no- 
n of iwo Gods; one Supreme, and the 
her Inferior; and have ſhown it to be unrea- 
unable and unſcriptural. I may add, that if 
ere really be 50 Gods ( Supreme and In- 
or) in the proper Scriptural Senſe of the 
Nord, the Good Fathers of the three firſt Cen- 
Pries argued againſt the Heathen Polythez/11 
Pon a very falſe Principle, and died Martyrs 
r an Error; the Angel in the Revelations may 
nel 1 em to have impoſed upon St. John with an 


Of, 


1 


a oncous Maxim, Rev. 19. 10. our Saviour's 
he A ſwer to the Devil to have been defective, 
aud not pertinent, Luk. 4. 8. and the many 


Weclarations of the Unity, ſcattered through 


[el | 

Ae Old Teſtament, ro be unintelligible and 
to ſignificant. But this ſhall be more diſtinctly 
ad plain'd, when I come to the Argument con- 


Frning Worſhip. | 

Here let me only ask you, where does the 
m Hrripture give you the leaſt Intimation of 
od true Gods? Where does it furniſh you 
ant 8 2 with 


II 
Gl 


$ i 


dation can you find for adding Supreme where 
ever the Scripture ſays abſolutely there is bull 


to ſpeak plainer than the Holy Spirit ha 


Hominem only; and let it have juſt as mu 
force with you, as the ſame way of Arguing 


have with us. But farther ; what account cl 
you give of your leaving Room for fer 
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with any ground for the Diſtinction of a 5: 
veraign and an Inferior Deity ? What Foun 


one God? You are apt to complain of wii 
for adding ro the Text; and for pretendiq 4 


dictated; why do you add here, without ani 
Warrant? If the Sacred Writers intended 18 
limit the Senſe by Supreme, why could nt 
They, in one place at leaſt, among many, hay 
{aid ſo, and have told it us as plainly as D 
Clarke and you do? I argue indeed here . 


when you take it up in your turn, ought i 


Deities, when the Reaſon of the thing, f 
drift ſcope and deſign of the Scripture cen 
plainly to have been to exclude, not other il 
premes only, or other Independent Dit 
(which few have been weak enough to ſuppoſ 
but other /efer, inferior, and dependent Dil 
nities £ Beſides, God has declared that He «WM 
not give his Glory to another, 1{.42..8.-- 48.08 
This you ſay has no difficulty. How ſo, 1 
ſeech you? It ſeems to me a very great di 
culty in your Scheme. You add, that hzs G 
zs, his being the one ſupreme independi 
Cauſe and Original of all Things or Bei 
Now, I thought it was his peculiar Glory WS 


a. v. of /ime QUERIES. 77 
| |, de truly God, and to be acknowledged as ſuch, 
ES&:cluſive of other Gods. This, I am ſure, is 


a rhat the ove God inculcates and inſiſts upon, 
du ery particularly, in the Old Teſtament. He 
u diſcovers Himſelf to be a jealous God, and 
in Poks upon it as the higheſt Indignity to have 


y admitted as Partners and Sharers with Him. 
L [l Acts of Worſhip G all Homage TT Service, | 
BT doration, and Sacrifice, He claims, He chal- 


0 

ng enges as his due; and due to Him only; and 
afar becauſe He only is God. Now put the 
DIET aſe of another God; another Author and Go- 
ernor of the Onziverſe : That other will have 


Share, and divide, tho' unequally, with Him 
Glory. Was this then the meaning of 1/2. 
2.8. 1 will not give All my Glory to another? 
will have the greater Share in every Thing? 
How conſiſtent: might this be with the Worſhip 
f inferior Deities, or with the rankeſt Poly- 
beiſin? For many of the Pagans themſelves 
aid their higheſt Veneration to the one ſu— 
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ei reme God; only they defiled his Worſhip with 
po wultitude of inferior Deities; they gave not 
Di od the /e Glory; but admitted others as 
u harers and Partners with Him. You add, that 
g hatever divine Honour is juſtly given to any 
I WW: ber., redounds ultimately to the Glory of 
aß in, who commanded it ta be given. 

78 But what if God, who beſt knows what re- 
„% undt to bis Glory, has already and before- 


Pand engrols'd all divine Honour to Himſelf, 
being the only God, and the /0/e Author 
85 — 8 1 and 


2 


ry 


78 A DEFENSE Qu. y 


and Governor of the Univerſe? Then al 
others are precluded from receiving any drvin 
Honour; and there's no more Room left fol 


God's commanding ir, than there is for his con 


fronting and contradicting Himſelf. Bur mom 
of this hereafter, under the Head of YYorſhi 
I ſhall cloſe this Article with Grotius's Go > 
ment upon the Text which we have been cout 
ſidering. The meaning of it is, fays He 
That God will take ſevere Vengeance o 1 
** thoſe who give that Name which belongs i 
«© Him, to Bel, Nebo, Merodach, and Other 
* Which by Nature are no Gods. 


Is Volt enim Hos ſe Vindicaturum ſevere in Fos qui Nome 8 
quod Ipſius eſt, dant Belo, Neboni, Meraducho, & Ahis Tos 4 


Hoc 8 62 Oelz. | 


E 


Pu. V. | of ſome QUERIES. 79 


Qu K v. 


het her Dr. Clarke's pretence, that the Au- 

ES chority of Father and Son being One, tho 
They are two diſtinft Beings, makes Them 

3 not to be two Gods, As a King upon the 
Throne and his Son adminiſtring the Father's 
Government, are not two Kings; be not tris 
fing and inconſiſtent? For, if the King's 
Hon be not a King, He cannot truly be call- 
ed King; , He is, then there are two 
Kings. So, F the Son be not God in the 
= Scripture-Notion of God, He cannot truly 
be called God; and then how is the Doctor 
2 conſiſtent with 8 cripture, or with Himſelf ? 
But i the Son be truly God, there are two 
Gods upon the Doctor's Hypotheſis, as plain- 
ly as that one and one are Two: And [0 
All the Texts of Waiah cited above, beſides 
other ſtand full and clear againſt the 
Doctor's Notion. 


i 
Po 


NES 
We, 


v3 
I 5 9 


\/ OU truſt, it ſeems, that upon a ſecond 
Con ſideration of this fifth Query, The Ob- 
4 ſector himſelf ill not think it very pertinent 
ü coucluſive. But I can fee no Reaſon for 
our being fo ſanguine upon it. For, as an 
Rugument ſo plain and ſtrong, needs not ſo 
8 Huch as a ſecond Conſideration; ſo if the 
Pbjector were to conſider it ever fo often, He 
8 Fould not but think it to be, as He finds it, 
G 4 both 
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 thority of another, to whom He 3s ſuoordW 
nate, and by whom He tis ſent, proves tha 


backwards and forwards, laying and un lay ing, | y 


your ſelf. What is Dr. Clarke's Intention, and . 


alu for the Divinity of the Son; that H 


 Hypothciis, to be truly, really, properly God! ; \ 
Read but over again what you your ſelf hav 
written (. 113.) and then deny this if you 
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| aid before; without ſtriking out every /#borÞ 
«mate Being, from being truly and proper 


DD: 
both very pertinent and very concluſive. Von 
add, that He will not ask, a ſecond Time, when 
ther one divine Perſon exerciſing the Au. Mic 


the two Perſons are two Gods. I 
But let me intreat you, in a Subject of thi 
Importance, not to trifle at this rate; talking. 


aſſerting and then recanting, and contradicting 


what is your's, in inſiſting ſo much on the ry 
tative Senſe of the word God, but to find i 


may be acknowledged, conſiſtently with youſſ 


can. Well then; if the Son, a diſtinct feparat 
Being, be truly and really God; and if th 
Father be fo too, what can be plainer than that 5 
there are, upon your Hypotheſie, iwo G 
But you fay, one is Sup me, the other Su 
ordinate. I underſtand it; I conſider it: And 
do not you allow that a /abordinate Being ma 
be properly God? Do not you expreſly plead 
and conrend for it? Is it not efentzal in D. 
Clarke's Scheme, and Your's too? What mea 
you then to deny that there are #220 Gods ? Calf 
you deny it, without recanting all that you had 


Goch 


Dd. V. of ſome QUERIES. 8x 
Pod, without diſowning the very Principle up- 
In which you aſſert the Son to be God; in 
Hort, without manifeſtly confronting and con- 
emning your ſelf? I do not charge you with 
ſſerting two ſupreme Gods: But I do charge 
zou with holding two Gods, one Sypreme, ano- 
her Inferior; two real and true Gods, accord- 
g to the Scripture-Notion of the Word, God, 
g cxplain'd by your Self. This you cannot 
EFuly and ſincerely, you ſhould not otherwiſe, 
deny: And therefore, inſtead of ſhifting it off, 
Jour Buſineſs ſhould be to maintain your Aſ- 
Ertion, and to reconcile it, as far as poſſible, 
p Scripture, Antiquity, and Reaſon. I am 
Ekoſible, ſomething may be pleaded, having ſeen 
Phat has been pleaded, for the Notion of Two 

EC ods, as you underſtand it. But, I think, it 
os upon ſuch Principles, as will leave you no 

at Pretence, from Scripture, to object Tritheiſin 
the p others; nor any juſt ground for inſiſting, as 
haf fou generally do, upon the ſtrict Force of the 
{s excluſive Terms, in order to ungod the Son. 

468 will not however anticipate what you may 
ud dave to ſay farther on this Head; nor what 
naß pay be pertinently replied to it. Let me fee 
ea irſt. how far you will, in good earneſt, eſpouſe 

Dr he Notion of two Gods: In the Interim, I may 
canffEÞÞirly leave you to conſider of it. I ſhall be 
CanFontenr, at preſent, to follow you in the way 
had War you are in; endeavoring to clear your ſelf 
5%, f the charge of aſſerting two Gods, and yet 
10) 


300, 


ul che while, pleading for a ſubordinate Ons 
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Margin. The /militude is pertinent to ſnonf 


8 A DEFENSE Qu. v 
To countenance your Notion, you produce 


2 after the Learned Doctor, the Authority offi 


Tertullian; the fame Tertullian, whom I have 
quoted above b as declaring expreſſy againſt any 
ſuch vain imagination, as that of a ſubordinau 
God; an4 throwing it off as a Pagan Dream . 
the ſame that ſays, the Dzvimity has no De 


grees, U:ing one only. Will you bring Hinſf Þ 


for a Voucher, ſo directly againſt Himſelf? True h 
He uſes the ſmilitude of a King upon a Throne # 
and 4 Son adminiſtring bis Father's King 

dom. But to a very different purpoſe from wha 


you would have it ſerve. The ObjeionſÞ 


againſt more Perſons than one in the Godhea . 
(as Tertullian reſolves it) was, that the A, 

thority would not be one; that there Would ; 
not be anicum imperium : lee the place in th 


how the Authority, or Government, may be 
one in the Hands of ſeveral Perſons. Bur iſ 
a Script. Doctr. p. 333- b see Qu. 3. p. 54. 1 
c Monuarchtam, inquiunt, tenemus. Et ita ſonum vocaliter er -N 
primunt Latini, etiam Opici, ut putes Illos tam bene intelligent 
Monarchiam, quam enuntiant. Sed Monarchiam fonare ſtudent Lie 
tini; & Oeconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Græci. At ego, | Z 
quid utriuſque Linguæ præcerpſi, Menarchiam nihil aliud fignificar . 
cio, quam Singulare c Unicum Imperium: non tamen præſeriben 
Mouarchiam, ideo quia Unius fir, Eum, cujus fit, aut Filium no 
habere, aut Ipſum ſe fibi Filium feciſſe, aut Monarchiam ſuam noi 
per quos velit adminiſtrare. Atquin, nullam dico Dominationem iii 
unius ſui eſſe, ut non etiam per alias proximas Perſonas adm. 
niſtretur Si vero & Filius fuerit ei, cujus Monarchie, 
fit, non ſtatim dividi eam, & Monarchiam eſſe deſinere, fi partic 
ejus adſumatur & Filius. Contr. Prax. c. 3. p. 502, 1 

The Senſe of this Paſſage is very clear: The Praxeans, (1 ſuf} 
taking advantage of this; that the Church had always rejected Ti 
Principia, and Tg er«gxe; ) pleaded for themſelves, and againſt "il 


G | 


FP Qu. V. of ſome QUERIES. 83 
Jou ask Tertullian, how Father and Son can 
e reputed one God; He tells you in the 
=> Chapter before, and in that very Paſſage 
Ev hich the Doctor quotes, that it is by Unity 
yf Subſtance and Original. Unity of Autho- 
it, and Unity of Godbead, are, with Ter- 
Ex ullian, ditinct Things; however you may 
pleaſe to confound Them: God and his Angels 
Have, according to Him, one Authority; bur 
e He does not therefore lay, that the Angels are 
g Code; or that, if They were, there would (till 
| be but one God 
on 1 b Athenagoras makes uſe of the ſame Simi- 
acl Z Yitude for the fame purpoſe with Tertullian; 
to illuſtrate the Unity of Authority and power 
common to Father and Son; not the Unity of 
Godhead, It was the © Government divine, 
Eavhich He undertook, in ſome meaſure, to illu- 
F rate, by That Compariſon of a King and his 
4 I on (which however would argue an Equa- 
5 of Nature, contrary to your Tenets.) 
e But as to Unity of Godhead, He reſolves it in- 
| o d other e the very ſame with Ter- 


0, il 3 


en P Teal Trinity provoepp gcc tenemus. Tertullian tells them, that They 


ive x - pe ae . (4s it might 57 gniſy unum principium, He 
nad anſwered the Objection before, c. 2.) Here He ſays, it . gnifres only 
weine Authority; and He ſhows that, taken in that Senſe, it was no juſt 
m iu $04 jection againſt a Trinity of Perſons, Thus, having maintain d, firſt, 
4 Unity of Principle, and after wards Unity of Authority; He ſufficiently 


fuarded the Doctrine of the Trinity, gainſt the Cavils of Praxeas. 
2 Unus omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per Subſtantiæ ſcilicet Uni- 
N Ratem, p. Fol. 


N 


MW Filium non aliunde deducg, ſed de Subſtantia Patris, c. 4+ P. Foz 
wy b 2 05 c. 15. p 63. c legen Bac dclas. 

wt 5. 38, 39. 96. : 
Mo | tullian 8 


tullian's; Namely, Unity of Subſtance, and 
Original, making the Holy Ghoſt (and th 
realon is the fame for the Son) to be a Subſtan 
tial * Emanation from the Father, as Light] 
from Fire. The common Anſwer to the Charge 
of Tritheiſin, or Ditheiſm, as well of the H 
Nicene, as Ante-Nicene Fathers, was, tha 

there is but one Head, Root, Fountain, Father 
of all; not in reſpect of Authority only, but off 
Subſtance allo ; as Tertullian before expreſſe 
it: Non alinnde deduco, ſed de Subſtantiu 

Patris. This was the concurrent Senſe of f ARS 
in general; and into this chiefly they reſolveſ tl 
the Unity of Godhead; as they muſt needs do 

ſince they believed God to be a Word denotin 
Subſtance, not Dominion only; and one D 
vinity, ©4371; was with Them the ſame Thing 
as one divine Subſtance. The learned Doctor 
after his manner of Citing, + produces, I think, 
Thirteen Vouchers, (Ten Antient; Three Mo 
dern) for his Notion of the Unity. Tertullian 
 Athenagoras, and Novatiau (Three of Them) 
evidently reſolve the Unity, as before obſer ved 
into Communion of Subſtance. Juſtin, Ath«W 
naſtus, Hilary, Baſil, Pearſon, Bull, Payne 
(Seven more) moſt of Them, in the very Pal-W 
ſages which the Doctor cites; All of them, fomeM 
where, or other, are known to reſolve it into 
Sonſbip, or Unity of Principle; either of which 


1 
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| * Ns, Acres, oui, 1105 
To TVS pod, p. 96. f 
1 Some pretended Exceptions will be conſidered in another Place, Qu. 23. 
+ Script. Doctr. p. 334, 335, KC. alias p. 30 1, KC. 
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comes 


Wu. V. of ſome QUERIES. 95 
W mes to the ſame with the former. None of 
neſe Authors fo underſtood the Father to be 
Ine God, as to exclude the Son from being one 
Pod with Him, in Nature, Subſtance, and Per- 
ection: Nor would they have ſcrupled to call 
Father and Son together, one God; molt of them 
Egoing it expreſly, all implicitely. 

Origen, another of the Doctor's Authors, 
Egcſolves the Unity into Communion of Godhead, 
n the * Paſſage cited. Oer is the word He 


i uſes; b generally, if not conſtantly, ſignifying 


u Vubſtance in that very Comment from whence 
«| the Citation is taken; agreeably to the moſt 
o uſual Senſe of Oeòs, in the Ante-Nicene Writers; 
and of Diviuitas, in Tertullian; and of Oebæns 
„in other © Authors. : 
Lactautius, the twelſth of the Number, would 
have ſpoken fully to our purpoſe, in the very 
Chapter referr'd to, if the Doctor would have 
ſuffered Him. He would have told us (how- 
ever unhappy He may otherwiſe be in his 
Explications of That Myſtery) that Father 
and Son are one Subſtance, and one God; ſo 
far, at leaſt, contrary to what the learned Do- 


2 Comm. in Joh. p. 46. B See ibid. p. 35. 133. 154. 228. 262. 
C Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Labb. Tom. 1. pag. 847. Euſebius 
Comm. in Pſalm. p. 3 23. 592. & in Iſa. p. 375. 382. 551. Atha- 
ma. paſſim. Epiphan. Hæreſ. 64. c. 8. 5 
Ad Una utrique mens, unus Spiritus, una Subſtantia eſt ; ſed Ille 
quaſi exuberans Fons eſt; Hic tanquam defluens ex eo Rivus: Ille 
tanquam Sol; Hic quaſi Radius a Sole porrectus. 
FPerſonam referens intulit, & Prater me non eſt Deus; cum poſſit 
13 dicere, prater nos: ſed Fas non erat plurali numero Separationem 
"MW Tantz Neceſſitudinis fieri, & 4+ 6. 29. p. 403, 404 


es ctor 


Ad utramque 
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ctor cites him for. There remains only Ex. 
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ſebins, whole Expreſſions are bold and free; 
and ſo far favourable to the Doctor, as they 
are different from thoſe of the Catholicks of hisWi 
own Time, or of the Times before, and after, . 
If they are really to be underſtood, ſo as to cx. 
clude the Son from being one God with the: 
Father, they angod the Son; and contain plain! 
Artianiſm. But, perhaps they may admit of 
ſuch a favourable excuſe as, Gelaſius tells us, . 
Enuſebius, in effect, made for Himſelf, in reſpet 
of any uncautious Expreſſions, which, in the 
warmth of Diſpute, or out of his great Zeal againſt 


Sabellianiſm, had dropp'd from Him: That Hel . 


did not intend Them in the impious Senſe (of, n 
Arius;) but had only been too careleſs and 
negligent in. his Expreſſions. One may be FT 
the more inclined to believe ir, ſince He ad. 
mitred, at other Times (as I have obſerved 
above) one God in three Perſons: and elle- 
where ſpeaks very Orthodoxly of the Holy un- 
divided Trinity, illuſtrating the Equality olf fe 
the Perſons by a very handſome Similirude. 
But to return to the Learned Doctor: In the N 
f Cloſe of this Article, He has a peculiat 
Turn, which ſhould be taken notice of. The 
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Gelaſ. l. 2, de Syn. Nic. c. 1. p. 11. 
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Laud. Conſtant. p. 511. Ed. Valeſ. 
+ Script. Boctr. p. 349. 
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"M cholaftick Writers, ſays He, in later Ages, 


.de put this Matter (meaning the Unity of 
ie Godhead ) on another Foot : That is, 
ifferent from what Himſelf, and perhaps Euſe- 
ius in thoſe Paſſages, had put it upon. They 
Jave not, it ſeems, put it upon à real, proper 
ESumerical Individuality, as the Learned Do- 
u tor would have had them do. They do not 
fake the Godhead poorpiown®r, one ſingle 
s Ey2oftaſis; which, in the main, is all one 
a FSich the Sabellian Singularity. 

ge The Reader ſhould be told, that thoſe Scho- 
(Pick Writers are as old as Tertullian, Ire- 
eus, or Athenagoras ; which brings it up al- 
of oſt to the middle of the Second Century. So 


. 


14 arly, at leaſt, Father and Son together have 
be een called, and all along believed to be one 
id. %. Let but the Reader underſtand, and take 
ed ong with Him, what I have now obſerved; 
ſe. Ind 1 ſhall not differ with you about Names. 
m. Ncholaſticł may ſtand for Catholick, as I per- 
eive it often does with you alſo, if you think 
he Catholick Faith may, under that borrow'd 
ame, be more ſafely, or more ſucceſsfully 
Atacked. The Scholaſtick Notion then, which 
Was prevailed for Fifteen Centuries at leaſt, is, 
What Father and Son are ove God: Your's, on 
he other Hand, is, that the Father is one God, 
Id the Son another God: And I am to con- 
Wince you, if I can, that one God, and ano- 
t. de x er God, make two Gods. You ask me ſeri- 
Wuſly, * whether Herod the great, was not 
56. Pag. 45. — 
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King of Jadea, tho the Fews (that is, wil 1 
Ahe 140 had no King but Czfar? I anſwer 
He was not: For, Herod the Great had bem - 
dead above Thirty Years before; and the Jeu 
had really 20 King but Cæſar, when they fag 
ſo. However, if there had been one King un 
der another King, there would have been ruf 
Kings, The fame I ſay for one God undd, 
another God; they make #wo Gods. You ast 
next, whether there were more Kings of Peri 
than one, tho the King of Perſia was King if 
Kings? I ſhall not diſpute whether, King fa 
Kings, was Titular only to the Kings fl 
Perſia, or whether They had other Kings uf 
der Them. I ſhall only fay thus: Either th 1 
ſuppoſed Kings of Perſia were Kings of Perl 
ſia, or They were nor: If They were; thay 
there were more Kings of Perſia than one: 
They were not Kings of Perſia; They ſhoullfM 
not be ſo called. To apply this to our preſcuſ 
purpoſe; either there are two Authors and G 
vernors of the Univenſè, that is, two Co 
or there are not: If there are, why do you den) be 
it of Either ? If there are nor, why do you a 
firm it of Both? 85 
Atſter all, pleaſe to take Notice, that 1 7 
not diſpute againſt the notion of one King un 
der another; a petty King under a Supreneſ * 
There's no difficulty at all in the Conception oi 
it. But what I inſiſt upon, is this: That 
great King and a little King make #00 Kin { 
or clic one of Them is 20 King, contrary v | p 
cul 1 
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The ſame I ſay of a ſupreme 


that They make Two 


i ode; or elle, one of Them is 20 God, con- 
ary to the Suppoſition. 


Irexrs, proving an Unity of divine Attri- 
1 l tes in F ather and Son, applied 


Io the one God. 

Thou, even Thou on- 
y knroweſt the Hearts 
all the Children of 


| I the Lord ſearch 
e Heart; I try the 
| Pins, Jer. 17. 10. 

Th J | am t h e 
am the laſt, and be. 
Nes me there is no 
FG pd, la. 44. 6. 


| Finning and the end, 
Wy. 1. 8. 

2 ng of Kings, and 
L * of Loras, 1 Tim. 


. 2k, 


2 over all, Rom. 


I 2m a and Q, the 


| i Ws michry God, I 


To the Son. 
He knew all Men, 
&c. Joh. 2. 24 Thou 
knoweſt all 7 
Joh. 16. 30. Which know- 
eſt the Hearts of all 
Men, Acts 1. 24. 

Tam He that ſearch- 
eth the Reins and the 


Heart, Rev. 1. 3. 
firſt, aud | 


J am the firſt, and 
I am the laſt, Rev. I. 17. 


J am A and Q, the 
beginning and the end, 
F 

Lord of Lords, and 
King of Kings, Rev. 
17. 14-19. 16, 

The mighty God, II. 


9. 6. 5 
He is Lord of all 


Act. 10.36. Over all God 
bleſſed, &c. Rom. 9. 5. 
H QUERY 


5 eee Qu. Vl 7 


Quzexry VI. 
Whether the ſame Characteriſtichs, poco 


ſuch eminent ones, can reaſonably be under 
ſtood of two diſtinf# Beings, and of one li 
finite and Independent, the other Du 
dent and Finite! 


N this ſixth Query (for ſo 1 chuſe to mail 
| it, thinking That method moſt convenicnſ 
on ſeveral Accounts) are couched two arg 
ments for the Son's being the one true God, 3 
well as the Father. 2 
The Firſt is: That the Chara&eriſticks, a 
plied to the one true God, are applicd leni 
to the Son: which Conſideration alone is 1 * 
great force. 4 
The Second is: That the Attributes here MO 
plied to the Son, are ſuch eminent ones, ria b 
we might ſafely conclude they belong to ul 
Creature, but to God only. G 
How ſhall we know, who, or what the on! 
God is; or what Honour, and to whom, a 
but by ſuch Marks, Notes, and diſtinguiſhin 
Characters as are given us of Him in ScripturWWP* 
If thoſe are equally applied to two, or moi 
Perſons, the Honour muſt go along with ti 
Attributes; and the Attributes inter an equip” 
lity of Nature and Subſtance, to ſupport The 
In a Word; if divine Attributes belong to ea 
Perſon, each Perſon muſt be God; and if I 
L 


7 
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Ice God is one, the ſame God. This is the 
Im of the Argument: Now let us ſee what 
iwer you give to it. | . 
vou admit that the Attributes, ſpecified in 
e Texts, belong to Both: only you obſerve 
at all Powers and Attributes are ſaid to 
ES :he Father's only, becauſe they belong to 
n primarily, or originally, as the Self-ex- 
ent Canſe*. This ] can readily admit, as 
ell as you, provided only, the word, Cauſe, 
m interpreted to a juſt, ſober, and Catholick 
Inſe (as the Greek Writers eſpecially have 
$Wdcrſtood it) and Sz2//-exz/fent be interpreted, 
it ſhould be, zegatively. You add, our 
oerd Jeſus Chriſt, having all communicable 
rine Powers derived to Him, with his 
ing, from the Father, is ſaid. to do the 
We things which the Father doth, and to 
% 2 ſubordinate Senſe, what the Fa- 
„is. 
Here are many Things, in this Anſwer, 
le to juſt Exception. Firſt, your uſing the 


nord, Divine, in an improper Senſe. Ange- 
que“ Powers are ſuch as are peculiar to Au- 
hin“; and divine Powers ſuch as are proper to 
ue only: But, here you underſtand it, in 
wolle {ame Senſe, as one might call any kingly 


pwer, or Authority, divine, becauſe derived 
m God; and ſo any thing that comes from 
Wd, is in your Senſe, divine. In the next 
ace, you clog it farther with the Term, com- 
* Pag. 46. | 
H 2 muncable, 


— — — 


. Da 


- ITE Lo 
RR 
> = - 8 
* — 
— — - ps — 
* S 


[ 
* 
I 
19 
3 
1 
) +1 
* i 14 
my. \ 
N e 
1 145 
n );f 
\ 33 by 
j 4 
s 4 
7 1 
1 
i 
1 
er 
'f 14% 
t . 
1448 
1 
ll! 
it 14 
: 19 N 
WY 
1 
i 
b + 
u 09 
WE 
" 144 
t bt 4 
+; 
J 
1 
{1 [! 
mY 
- $4 
it | 
1 
7% un 
Y 
ibs 
N. 
/ \, if 
it i 
4: 4,4 
t. 
: I; 

140 14 

| 3-28 

ri 

4 1 

4 why 

$a 

1! 14 
it 8 

4 + SOR 

HT 
i 1 
1 
j 4 Rh 
| 444 £1 7 
„ 
33 
{'W 

. 14. 

iy 

C ſ # 

15 ? 

f oo © 

V4! 

=. . 

1 U 

FRA: 

nr 1 

1 

1 8 

4% 4 * 

F . 

1 Z 

ie 

15 

7198 

t 16 

4 * 

x "8g p 

1 1 N 

Ai 

T4 

1 ww 
i ” TY 

U ad 

1 
WELL: 

6 1 . 
i246 
4 wy 

Mt 
þ N. 

r 
N 

3:38 

418 

ſ Wo 
Vt? '* 

þ 1 
4: 
. 

4.8 

Te 5 4 

WET 

WW 

* 

19 
r . 
33 13 

327 4 
HEY M1 

4 q 
e 
1.4 3 
*f 4 

146.600 

hit 

1 Þz Wm» 
WS) | 
5 pep! 

* A... 1 


are ſtrictly divine; and therefore incommuni 
cable to any Creature. Next, you ſpeak of 


eternity. &c. in your ſubordinate Senſe, u 
very different from the other; and therefoif 


nate, very differently from what Catholick Wi A 


than to thoſe applied to the oze God? I 


offer at it; but only covertly inſinuate ye 
meaning, under dark and obſcure Terms, V 


9 * A DEFENSE Qu. V 
municable, telling us that all communicable d 
vine Powers, are derived to Chriſt Jeſus : When 
as I contend, that the Attributes in the Tex 


ſubordinate Senſe, in which thoſe Attribue 
belong to Chriſt; which is the ſame as to ſn 
(becauſe you mean ſo) that they belong not MM 
all ro Him. For, I ſuppoſe, omui ſcience, of 


are not the ſame Attributes. It were ber 
to deny roundly, that the ſame Actribuy 
belong to Both; and then we ſhould clealfi 


apprehend each other. Laſtly, I obſerve i Wt 


you, that you underſtand the word, /{ibori bs 


ters do, in this Controverſy ; and therefore, M 
ſtead of it, ſhould rather have faid, in a 
ſirain'd, limited Senſe; which is your me 
ing, otherwiſe you contradict not me. 4 

Now then, I muſt ask you, what ground 
warrant you have from Scripture, or right Rl 
ſon, for putting Reſtrictious and Limitatin 
upon the Texts applied to Chriſt Fe/ars, moi 


Expreſſions are equaily general; and, /eemnM 
at leaſt, cqually extenſive, You are ſo ſenlii 
that you can give no ſolid Proof of a reſ/ran 
and limited Senſe, that you do not ſo much 


ſpe 


5 do. VI. of ſome QUERIES. 93 


eak of Subordination, and quote Fathers for 
J who underſtood it in the ſober and ortho- 
r Senſe: If you agree with thoſe Fathers, 
u agree with me. But, do not uſe their 
KSncrable Names as a cover for what they ne- 
Ir meant, but would have greatly abhor'd “. 
allow the ſecond Perſon to be /ibordimately 
7e. good, powerful, &c. That is not the 
ueſtion between us: He is /apientia de ſapi- 
ia; as lumen de lumine, and Deus de Deo. 
hat 1 contend for farther, is, that his Attri- 
res are ſtrictly divine, and his Perfections in- 
e. I prove it from hence; becauſe the At- 
botes which belong to the one God, and are 
Wercfore undoubtedly Infinite, belong to Him 
; from whence it follows, that the G0. 
a belongs to Him too; and that there are 
re Perſons than one, in the oe God. What- 
er I can find, in your Anſwer, tending, in 
| the leaſt, to invalidate this reaſoning, I ſhall 

We notice of; tho' you have been pleas'd to 
very ſparing in this Article. You obſerve 
t the exerciſe of theſe Attributes being 


OY 


ite, they do not neceſſarily infer an infinite 
1 
%. I underſtand not what you mean by 
exerciſe of Eternity and Ommniſcience. 
Mich are two of thoſe Attributes; nor how it 


be ite, without an expreſs ContradiQion 3 


The Teſtimonies, which you have cited from Dr. Clarke, I tahe 
otice of; becauſe they have been already conſider d by a learned 
tleman; and ſhown to be foreign to your purpoſe. True Script. 
tr. continu'd, f. 11. | 


H 3 ner 


94 4A DEFENSE Qu. 
nor how either of them can be exercisd, wh 
ever you mean by it, but by an infinite S 
ject. As little do I underſtand how inf 
Power, which, I preſume, is what you chief 
allude to, muſt be finzre in the exerciſe of 
as if there could not be an Act of inn 
Power, or as if God could not do ſomethif 
which ſhould infinitely exceed any finite Pow 
Theſe Things very much want explaining ; aMl 
ſo I leave them to your farther Thoughts. 
The cleareſt Expreſſion you have, under i 
Article, is this: when Chriſt is ſtiled, Lordi 
all, /ee it explain d. Matt. 28. 18. and Ex 
1. 22. where Chriſt Jeſus is faid to have 
_ power given Him. Here, I think, I do und 
ſtand your meaning; and am ſorry to find ti 
it falls ſo low. Would your * Predeceſſors WM 
this Controverſy, the Antient Arians, or H 
1:0mians, have ever ſcrupled to acknowley 
that our Bleſſed Saviour was Lord over «ff 
long before his Neſurrection, or even his 
carnation? That He was Lord of all bei 
bis Reſurrection, is very plain from the Sali 
ptures, which carry in them irrefragable Prof 
of it. By Him were all Things created i 
are in Heaven, and that are in Earth, "ff 
ble and inviſible; whether they be Thron 
or Dominious, or Principalities, or Powe 

* Antequam faceret Univerſa, omnium Futurorum Deus & 
minus, Rex & Creator erat Conſtitutus. Voluntate & prez 
(Dei & Patris ſui) Cxleſtia & Terreſtria, viſibilia & inviſt 
Corpora & Spiritus, ex nullis exſtantibus, ut eſſent, ſua vi 
fecit. Serm. Arianor. apud Auguſt, Jom. 8. p. 622. 


1 


u vi. / /ome QUERIES. 95 
2: Things were created by Him, and for 
in; and He is before all Things, and by 
im all Things conſiſt, Col. I. 16, 17. Thor 
Lord in the beginning haſt laid the Founda- 
ion of the Earth, and the Heavens are the 
orb of thine Hands, * Heb. 1. 10. 

4 * It is not without good Reaſon that we underſtand Hebr. 1. 10. 
1. Ie Context it ſelf favors it. The Verſe begins with, Xe Tv, 
== wich properly refers to the ſame who was ſpoken of immediately be- 
bre in the ſecond Perſons The os preceding and ov following, an- 
rer to each other. A change of Perſon, while the ſame way of ſpeak- 
i purſued, muſt appear unnataral. 

= 2. The ſcope and intent of the Author was to ſet forth the Honour 


* Dignity of the Son above the Angels; and no Circumſtance could 


be more proper than that of his Creating the World. 
3. If He had omitted it, He had ſaid leſs than Himſelf had done 


; Ny before, in Verſe the 2d, of which this ſeems to be Explanatory, and as 
ie had brought Proofs from the Old Teſtament for ſeveral other 


= r:icles, nothing could be more proper or more pertinent, than to 


„%% 4 Proof, from thence, of this alſo. 


4. Declaring Him to be [chovah, and Creator of the Univerſe 


WT might be very proper to ſhow that He was no miniſtring Spirit, 


AS [ws 


5 but νν g e; to ſit at the right Hand of God, which immediately 


5. To introduce a Paſſage here about God's immutability or ſta- 


| 5 vility, muſt appear very abrupt, and not pertinent; becauſe the Angels 


lo, in their Order and Degree, reap the Benefit of God's ſtability 
ad immutability. And the Queſtion was not about the duration 
un continuance, but about the ſublimity and excellency of their 
eſective Natures and Dignities. | 

6. I may add, that this Senſe is very conſonant to 1 
which every where ſpeaks of the Son as Creator, and in as high and 


| > ſtrong Terms: ſuch as Theſe, n, Mis, momTH; : d pany, 


4% Yον, N Tavmuy, T ba, TS 197 ws, and the like; Teſtimonies 
whereof will occurr hereafter. Barnabas, ſpeaking of the Sun in the 
Heavens, calls it £0191 eig auto, meaning Chriſt ; tho there's 
. 3 diſpute about the Reading: of which ſee Grab. Not. in Bull. 
„p. 23. 

Theſe Conſiderations ſeem ſufficient to overthrow the Pretences of 
a late Writer, Examin. of Dr. Bennet on Trin. p. 40. As to former 
Exceptions to this Verſe, They are conſider d and confuted by Biſhop 
Bull, Jud. Eccl. p.43. See alſo Surenhuſ. in loc. p. 600» 
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at? 


after his Reſurrection? If this does not ſatisfy | 


ing Dominion, He was certainly Lord, as ſoon 


1 
the World was, by your own Acknowledge C 
a 
as ever there was any Thing for Him to bes 


- 2 AS 
— 2 — 
= — "2 = 


Surely then, He was Lord over all long before L 


according to Matt. 28. 18? Or how were all 
Things then put under his Feet, according to 


ever enjoy'd in another. Then did He receive 


96 A DEFENSE Qu. vi 

Can you imagine that the Son could be Gree 1 
tor and Pre ſerver of all Things from the Be l ht 
ginning; and yet not be Lord over all till 
you, return to 70h. 1. 1. He was Oels befor: 4 


ment ; which being a word of Office and imply: 1 


Lord over. And when He came into the ; « 
World, the World that was made by Hin, 
(Joh.1.10.) He came unto his own, (Joh. I. 11.) 


his Reſurrection. 2 
You will ask, it may be, what then is the 


meaning of thoſe Texts which you have 


quoted? How was all Power given Him, Fe 


£Epheſ.1.22 Nothing is more eaſy than to 
ee you This. The Ash), or Word, was 
from the Beginning, Lord over all; but the 
God incarnate, the Oed ꝙpν ?, or God. Man 2 
was not ſo, till after the Reſurrection. Then 
He received, in that Capacity, what He had 


that ul Power, in Both Natures, which He 
had heretofore poſſels'd in ne only. This is 
very handſomly repreſented by Hermas, in his 
fifth Similitude : where the * Son of God is 
introduced under a double Capacity, as à Con, 

v See Bull, D. Fid. N. p. 38. „ 


and 
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a as 2 Servant, in reſpect of his two Natures, 
D;vine and Human. 
| 1 The Father calling his Son and Heir whom 
ne loved, and ſuch Friends as He was wont 
eto have in Council, He tells Them what 
Commands He had laid upon his Servant; 

and moreover what the Servant had done; 
And they immediately congratulated That 
Servant, for that He had received ſo full a 


* , 
> RY 
w 


e Teſtimony from his Lord. (Afterwards 
„e Father adds) I will make Him my Heir 
| together, with my Son. This deſign of 


the Lord, both his Son and his Friends ap- 
78 namely, that this Servant ſhould 
be Heir together with his Son. 


ye It is much to the ſame purpoſe that Origen 
A 'P to Celſus. ** f Let thoſe our Accuſers 
(obo object to us our making a God of a 


« mortal Man) know, that (thzs Jeſus) whom 


to 
to we believe to have been God, and the Son 
s, of God, from the . is no other 


3 (Pater) adhibito Filio quem carum & Hæredem habebat, & Ami- 
£ | quos in Conſilio advocabat; indicat eis quæ Servo ſuo facienda 
WE ndaſſet, quæ præterea Ille feciſſet. At Illi protinus gratulati 
Wt Servo illi, quod tam plenum Teſtimonium Domini aſſecutus 
iſſet volo eum Filio meo facere coliæ redem 
: 5 dc conſilium Domini, & Filius, & Amici ejus Sende rere, 
a fieret ſeilicet Hic Servus Cohzres Filio. Herm. Paſt. Sum. 5. 
i P. 104. Cor. Edit. 


is 
118 | "Lowery of EY not obvres on oy pra ropuiCopur 2 rer ui. axe, | 


ore, xa 1 Oted, og © õν,ν² 405 1X6 y &0To on; %, Xs y 
In ahr Ts 9: Iron &uT0U S fuu, rei THY A. file o &uT4 

| ow, Ti TEegs e, s {grey G 4 x £vao xa Grexprry, Ti 
Pad. b& wer SD,’, xc A ones Fromm Keg wnigree ais 


Hi εν)ß,. Orig. Contr. Cell. l. * 136, Cc. 
than 
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than the Word it ſelf, Truth it ſelf, ul 
** Wiſdom it ſelf: But we fay farther that N 


ee 
6c 
Connexion to, and Union with % Woũ²ͤò 
48 


66 


+ to God. Ir is difficult ro expreſs the fi 
force of this Paſſage, in Engliſh : Bur you mi 
ee the Original in the Margin. E 
From hence you may perceive, how eaſy 


is to account for our Lord's having 4 YO 
given Him, after his Reſurrection; given hi 


in reſpect of his Human Nature, which vi 


never ſo high exalted, nor aſſumed into {uc 2 
Power and Privilege, till that Time; bavii; 
before been under a State of Affliction, ali 


Humiliation. There is a notable Fragment ff 
Hippolytus which Fabricius has lately gi 
us in the Second Volume; and which is ſo fi 
to our purpoſe, that I cannot forbear adding 


to the former. Speaking of that famous IM 


lage in the Epiſtle to the Philippians, c. 
and particularly upon theſe Words: Mher ef 
God alſo hath highly exalted Him, v. 9. Mi 
Comments upon it thus. He is ſaid to 
% exalted, as having wanted it before; but 


reſpect only of his Humanity; and He lt 


„%a Name given Him; as 'twere a Matter W 
* Favor, which zs above every Name, as ll 


« Bleſſed ( Apoſtle) Paul expreſſes it. Þ : 


» Hippolytus Vol. 2. p. 29. Fabric. Edit. See a parallel plat 
Origen, Com. in Fob. p. 413. 0 


mortal Body, and the human Soul that wil 
therein, by means of their moſt intim 


received the greateſt Dignity imaginable, a 
participating of his Divinity, were taken i 
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in Truth and Reality, this was not the giv- 
ing Him any Thing, which He naturally 
had not from the Beginning: fo far from it, 
that we are rather to eſteem it his returnin 
„to what He had in the Beginning“ efenzally, 
and unalterably; on which Account it is, that 
+ He, having condeſcended, oixorouxaes, to put 
on the humble Garb of Humanity, ſaid, Fa- 
ni ther, glorify me with the Glory, which 1 
„ had, &c. For He was always inveſted with 
Divine- Glory, having been Coexiſtent with 
bis Father before all Ages, and before all 
Time, and the Foundation of the World f. 


l hope, this may ſuffice to convince you. 
u how much you miſtake; and how contrary 
W your Sentiments are both to Scripture, and Ca- 
BS tholick Antiquity, if you imagine that the az- | 
5, or Word, then firſt began to be Lord 
over all, when that Honour was conferr'd on 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus. | 


* Ouo:w!n; Kai azo ATW. | | | 

+ 1 may add a Paſſage of Novatian. Ac f de cœlo deſcendit 
Verbum Hoc, tanquam Sponſus ad Carnem, ut per Carnis ad- 
ſumptionem Filius Hominis illuc poſſet aſcendere, unde Dei Filius, 
Verbum, deſcenderat: Merito, dum per connexionem mutuam, & 
Caro Verbum Dei gerit, & Filius Dei Fragilitatem Carnis adſumit; 
Cum ſponſa Carne Conſcendens illuc unde ſine Carne deſcenderat. 
eccipit jam claritatem illam, quam dum ante mundi Conſtitutionem 
141 hab uiſſe oſtenditur, Deus manifeſtiſſime Comprobatur. Novat. c. 13. 


o 


Query 
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QUERY VI. 


Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Eter- 
nity are not one, and the ſame with the 
Son's, being alike deſcribed, and in the 
fame Phraſes? See the Texts above. p. 89. 


KXFOUR Anſwer, with reſpect to the Son's 
Omuiſcience, is, that He hath a rela- 
tive Omniſtience communicated to Him from 
the Father; that He knows all Things re- 
lating to the Creation and Government of the ir 
'"Unzverſe; and that He is ignorant of the Day v 
of Judgment. 5 


The Son then, it ſeems, knows all Things, t! 
excepting that He is ignorant of many Things; 


and is omniſcient in ſuch a Senſe, as to know 
infinitely leſs, than one who is really omuiſci- 

ent. Were it not better to ſay plainly, that 

He is not omniſcient, than to ſpeak of a rela- 
tive Omniſcience, which is really no Omni 
ſcience; unleſs an Angel be omuiſcienut, or a 

Man omniſcient, becauſe He knows all Things 

which He knows? What Ground do you find 

in Scripture, or Antiquity, for your Diſtinction 

of abſolute and relative Omniſcience? Where 

is it faid, that He knows all Things relating to 
| bis Office, and no more? Or how can he be 
| ſo much as omniſcient, in this low Senſe, if 
He knows not, or knew not, the preciſe time 


* Pag. 48. | 
* P 
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of the Day of Judgment; a Thing which, one 
would imagine, ſhould belong to his Office as 
uch as any * Matt. 24. 36. as well as Mark 
13. 32. is plainly meant only of the human 
pore, and is to the ſame effect with Luk. 

2. 52. That He increas'd in Wiſdom, which 
cannot be literally underſtood of the A6 


with any tolerable conſiſtency even upon 
the Arian Hypotheſis *. You tell us farther, 
5 that All the Ante. Nicene Writers undenſtand 
; | by theſe two Texts, that our Lord as the As- 


„C. or Son of God, did not then know the 


| Day of Judgment, (p.49.) This is very new 
indeed; If you have read the Ante-Nicene 
þ Writers; you muſt know better: if you have 
: not; how unaccountable a thing is it to talk 
thus confidently without Book? If what you 


| fay was true, we ſhould, withour delay, give 
12 up all theſe Writers to a Man; and never 


more pretend to quote any Ante. Nicene Fa- 


* A late Writer acquaints us, in the Name of Dr. Clarke and the 


# Arians, (I preſume, without their leave) that the word really 
Ba emptied it ſelf, and became like the Rational Soul of another Man, 
| © which is limited by the Bodily Organs; and is, in a manner, dor- 


mant in Infancy; and that the Word may be deprived of it's for- 
mer extraordinary Abilities in reality, and grow in Wiſdom, 
* as others do. This is making the Ab, That greateſt and beſt of 


| Beings, (upon the Arian Scheme) next to God Himſelf, become a Child 
| tn underſtanding ; tho once wiſe enough to Frame, and Govern the whole 


Univerſe, The Author calls it, (1 think, very protanely ) The true 
and great Myſtery of Godlineſs, God maniſeſt in Fleſh. One would 
think, inflead of manifeſt, it ſhould have. been, confin'd, lock d up 
in Fleſh z which is the Author's own Interpretation of this Myſtery, 
(p. 16.) What deſign He could have in all This, I know not; unleſs 
He conſider'd what Turn Arianiſm took, ſoon after it's Revival at the 
Reformation. See Exam. of Pr. Bennet on the Trin. p. 15. 16. 


ther, 
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ther, in favor of the preſent Orthodoxy. ' Bu e 
as the Point is of great Moment, we muſt re 
quire ſome proof of it: For, writing of Hiſtol 
by Invention, is really Romancing. Yo 
cite Irenæus from * Dr. Clarke, who coul 
find no other: or elſe we ſhould have heard Ml 
it from the firſt Hand. And yet you cry ou 
All; which is more than the learned Doctaſ 
pretended to ſay; who had his Thoughts abou 
Him; and would not have let flip any fair ad 
vantage to the Cauſe which He eſpouſes. 
But has the Doctor really proved that 1M 
næus meant fo? Perhaps not: And then you 
All, which was but one, is reduced to moni 
Two Things the Doctor, or you, ſhould hai 
proved; firſt, That [reneus underſtood tho 
Texts of the Acy@»>, or Word, in that Capacity 
And Secondly, That He ſuppoſed Him /:terallM 
Ignorant of the Day of Judgment. The Docta 
knew full well what Solutions had been give 
of the difficulty arifing from this Paſſage. v 
He barely recites Irenzns's Words; and nei 
ther attempts to prove that ſuch was his Sense 
nor to diſprove it. You indeed do obſerve, fron 

ſome learued Perſon, that this Paſſage of Ire 
agus will admit of no Evaſion. For, He evi 
dently ſpeaks mot of the Son of Man, but ' 
the Son of God; even of That Son will 
whom, as it follows, in omnibus Pater com 
municat. Let this have it's due Weight: Thi 
Argument may look ſo far plauſible. on tha 
* Scrip, Doctr. p. 146. alias, 132. 


ſide: 
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e. But let the other ſide be heard alſo, be- 
Ne we determine. * Biſhop Bull has given 
oe Reaſons; and weighty ones too, to ſhow, 
ac, if [rereus attributed any Ignorance to 
riſt, He did it in reſpect of his Humans 
ure only. His Reaſons arc. 
1. Becauſe Irenæus, in the very ſame Chapter, 
cribes abſolute Omniſcience to the drvine 
Wwe of Chriſt. 
2. Becauſe He every where elſe ſpeaks of the 
Wn, as of one perfectly acquainted with the 
. ure. and Mill. of the Father. 
3. Becauſe the ſame cJrenæus upbraids the 
| Te e for their Folly, in aſcribing any De- 
e of Ignorance to their pretended Sophia, or 
ny Ticdom. How then could He imagine that the 
y g e Sophia, Wiſdom it elf, could be ignorant 
any Thing? 
4. Becauſe the ſame 1 auſes an Argu- 
| Wnt againſt the Valentini ant, who pretended 


e 

ill 3 Net. F, N. p.82. Comp. Brev. Animadv, in G. Cl. p. 1056. 
F5piritus Salvatoris, qui in eo eſt, Scrutatur omnia, & Altitu— 
le, Pes Dei, I. 2. c. 28. p. 158. 

oc Se /. 2. c. 18. p. 140. Iren. Quomodo autem non vanum eſt, 
. od etiam Sophia ejus dicunt in ignorantia tuiſſe? Hzc 
Nin aliens ſunt a Sophia, & contraria ubi enim eſt In- 


puidentia & Ignorantia utilitatis, ibi Sophia non eſt. 
d Iren. l. 2. c. 25. p. 152. Ed, Bened. In quantum minor eſt. 
co qui factus non eſt & qui ſemper idem eſt, ille qui hodie 
tus eſt & initium fatturz accepit: in tantum, ſecundum ſcien- 
m & ad inveſtigandum cauſas omnium, minorem efle co qui fe- 


. Non enim infedtus es, O Homo, neque temper co-extitebas 
Th, ficut proprium ejus Verbum; Sed propter eminentem Boni- 
chaten ejus, nunc initium Facturæ accipiens, ſenſim diſcis a Veibo 


politiones Dei, qui Te fecit. The whole Paſſage is fuller to the 


t, 


ide; to 
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to his Authority for your ſide of the Queſtion L 


is very right in determining that [renews cou 
not mean to aſcribe any degree of Ignorance ii 
the AG , or divine Nature of Chriſt ; 8 
vou are right ſo far, in the other Point, th 
Trenzus is to be underſtood of the ACS, i 


turally bear this following Interpretation, «i 


Solus Verax Magiſter eſt Dominus) ut diſcamus per Ipſum ſupe 
omnia eſſe Patrem. Etenim Pater, ait, Major me eſt. Et ſecundun 
Agnitionem itaque præpoſitus eſſe Pater annuntiatus eſt a Domind 


mus, perfectam ſcientiam, & tales quæſtiones concedamus Deo: “ 


0 
to know all Things, which plainly ſuppoſlfſ® 
that Chriſt is nniſcient. The Argument ij 
This. You are not eternal and uncreated, vi 
the Son of God is, and therefore cannot pn 
tend to be omniſcienut, as He is. 1 

It might have concern d you to anſwer the 
Reaſons, and to make the Good Father, at lea 
conſiſtent with Himſelf, before you lay cla 


4 


{ 


* ” 
] / 


1 „ 1 a « 


However, I am perſuaded, that, as Biſhop Bil * 


what He ſays. And now the Queſtion will be 
whether He really aſcribes Ignorauce to Hin 
or only ſeems to do ſo, to an unattentivſ 
Reader. 5 5 bh 

Trenzuss Words, I conceive, will moſt ni 
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Paraphraſe. * If any one inquires on wh 
Account the Father who communicates i 


* Si quis exquirat cauſam, propter quam in omnibus Pater con 
municans Filio, ſolus ſcire & Horam & Diem a Domino man 
feſtatus eſt; neque aptabilem magis, neque decentiorem, nec {int 
periculo alteram quam hanc inveniat, in præſenti, (quoniam enin 


noſtro; ad hoc, ut & nos, in quantum in figura hujus mundi { 


ne forte quærentes ec. Iren. l. 2. c. 28. p. 158, 159. 
| He had ſaid before. | | 
Dominus, ipſe Filius Dei, ipſum Judicii Diem & Horam 1 

| | «6 4 
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all Things with the Son, (and conſequently 
in all Knowledge, and particularly in that 
„ the Day of Jnagment) is yet here ſet 
Forth as the only Perſon knowing that Day 
and Hour; He cannot, fo far as I at preſent 
8 apprehend, find any fitter or more decent, 
or indeed any other ſafe Anſwer than this 
4 (conſidering that our Lord is a Teacher of 
Truth, and muſt mean ſomething by it) that 
it was to inſtruct us, as from Himſelf, that 
the Father is above all, according to what 
W He ſays elſew here, for the Father is greater 
I han I. And therefore the Father is declared 
co have the Priority and Preference in reſpect 
of Knowledge, by our Lord Himſelf, for an 
Example to us; that we allo while we live 
u and converſe here below, may learn to refer 
in che Perfection of Knowledge, and all intricate 

E Queſtions to God. 
u The deſign of Irenæus was to check the vain 
eſumption, and Arrogance of the Gnoſtzcks, 
ha etending to ſearch into the deep Things of 
. 880d. And the Argument He had us d was this; 
Jar our Lord Himſelf was pleas'd to refer the 
ovwledge of the Day of Judgment to the Fa- 
er only; as it were on purpoſe to Teach us, 
at while we converſe here below, it becomes 


lit ſcire ſolum Patrem, manifeſte dicens: de Die autem illo & 
ya nemo ſeit, neque Filius, niſi Pater ſolus. Si 1gitur ſcientiam 
| illius, Filius non erubuit refefre ad Patrem, fed dixit quod 
um eſt; neque nos erubeſcamus, quæ ſunt in quæſtionibus 
hora ſecundum nos, reſeryare Deo, p. 158. 


7. us 


o mino 
di 1us 
eo: v 
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us not to pretend to high Things; but to lea 
the deep Things of God, to God alone. Thi {1 
is his Argument, and a very good one it i 
But the good Father apprehending that wha", 
He had ſaid of our bleſſed Saviour, might d w 
liable to Exception, and be miſunderſtood; 
comes afterwards to explain his Senſe more af? 
large. He is ſenſible of the danger of aſcribig 
any thing like Ignorance to our bleſſed Low 
on one hand; and as ſenſible of the danger dy; 
contradifting the Text, on the other. H 
niam enim ſolus Verax Magiſter eſt Don 
mus, in as much as what Chriſt has fai 
muſt be true; in ſome Senſe or other. The 
Words way ſerve to give light to the reſi 
For the difficulty lay here: How can it bi 
true that the Father communicates in a 
things, and conſequently in the knowledge of 
the Day of Judgment, to the Son; and y 
our Saviour ſay true, in aſcri6meg chat part 
cular knowledge to the Father only? His a 4 
ſwer is, that we are thereby taught ro reh 
_ every thing to the Father, as the Original ff 
all Things. To Him Knowledge-ought ro = 
principally, and in the rſt place, alcribuWp, 
Our Saviour therefore Himſelf yields to Hi 
the preference, as became Him, eſpecial 
here on Earth: not as if He knew leis, bi 
becauſe what He knew, He knew by Con 
munication from the Father; to whom the 
fore He refers ſuch /ecrets as it was not pi 


De 
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per to reveal, nor fit for Men to inquire 
fer. 
. 5 b That this is all that Jrenæus meant, may 
geaſonably be thought; not only becawe other- 
ie it would be utterly inconſiſtent with many 
KF brher parts of his Writings, as has been before 
bblerved : but alio, becauſe ſeveral Expreſſions 
in this very Paſſage, lead to it. Had He really 
F Loved the divine Ay &. or Word, to be 
El:terally Ignorant; why thould He be fo ap- 
v8 7 rehenſive of the difficulty of thoſe Texts? 
Why ſo concern'd about the fitneſs, and de- 
1 Wo of his Interpretation ; and. that it might 
bc ue periculo? The danger was, in inter- 
i preting ſeemingly againſt the Text, to find a 
oo for the Son's Omniſcience. For this rea- 
Bon, He does not ask, why the Father only 
ew (not, cur Pater ſolus ſcivit) but why, 
Wor on what Account ( /elus ſcire manifeſtatus 
| 18 He was repreſented as alone knowing; 
br, He only was /a:4 to know. He docs not 
By, as the Doctor's Tranſlation inſinuates, that 
Whe Father is more knowing than the Son; but 
@r poſs tus only; which ſignifies et before, 
Waving the Preference, or the like; which 
Way be conceived, tho! He be equally know- 
Ing: and, for the greater Caution, it is not 
Rid abſolutely. Præpoſitus eſt: but prepoſitus 
e aununtiatus eſt: He is declared to have 
the Preference: So that the Queſtion, with 
Freucæus, is not why the Father is Superior 
in in knowledge ; ; bur why, ſince Father and Son 
A S are 
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are equally knowing, our Saviour makes ſuch z | 
Declaration as gave the Preference to the Father f 
And the Reaſons which He aſſigns, are very x 
much to the purpoſe. b 
1. To inſtruct us, that the Father is the 
Fountain and Original, even of the Son Him, | 
. 
2. Becauſe, in his then preſent State of Con | 
deſcenſion, it became Him to refer. all to the! 
Father. | 
3. Becauſe it may be an uſeful Example off 
Humility and Modeſty to us, that we, much 5 
rather, while we are here below, may not pre 
tend to high Things. N 
Upon the whole, it may appear, that Ir. 
1445's Solution of the difficulty is the very fame 
with That which the Doctor quotes from St 
Baſil, who had learned it from a Child: 
Namely this, That our Lord meant to aſcribe 
to the Father, the firlt, (i. e. the primar), 
original) Knowledge of Things Preſent, and 
„ Future; and to declare to the World, tha 
He is in all Things the firſt Cauſe. As the 
Son is God of God, and Light of Light; h 
it is proper to lay, Omniſcience of Omni 
ence, &c. The Attributes being derivative, i 
the fame Senſe, as the Eſſence is: Which is SM 
Baſil's meaning; and I think, Irenæuss. Who 
This Defence may be fairly and juſtly made 
for IJrenæus, ſuppoſing that what he ſaid, wa 
meant of the A/ , or divine Nature, as ſuch © 
* Script. Dor. p. 147, 148. alias 134, 135. : 


To 
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To which Opinion I incline. Nevertheleſs, I 

2 ſhould not affect to be dogmatical in That 
i| f point, ſince learned and judicious Men have 
been of both Sides of the Queſtion. Petavius 
e * obſerves, that the Senſe is ambiguous; and 
that there are not certain grounds to determine 
us either way. If he underſtood it of the Hu- 
nan Nature only; then the difficulty is no- 
thing: if of Both, I have ſhown how fair an 
| | Account may be given of it. Having thus got 
o ; over Irenæus, I have at once taken from you 
al your Ante-Nicene Writers. You will ob- 
ol ſerve. that the Texts might be underſtood of 

the AC , or divine Nature, as Baſil under- 
ſtands them, in the place above cited; and yet 
e that They, who ſo underſtood them, might be 
far from thinking that the A/ , or Word, 
vas ever ignorant of any Thing. Dr. Clarke, 
to do Him Juſtice, is, in the main, fo very fair 


and reaſonable in his Account of thoſe two 
nd Texts, that we have no occaſion at all to differ 
Fl 


with Him. I wiſh, as you have in moſt other 
Matters, fo you had here allo copied after Him. 
Iwill not leave this Article, without giving 

ou a Specimen of the Senſe of the Ante- 


"8 Nicene Writers, in regard to the Son's Omni- 
BE ſcience; that you may have a better Opinion 
a | of choſe good and great Men. We may begin 
Til 

vas . lrenæus, libro Secundo Capite 29, ambigue loquitur ; ut ne- 


cb. ſcias Inſcitiam illius Dei Chriſto, ſaltem qua eſt Homo, tribuat, 
| an non ac poſit ad utramque deflecti ſententiam. 
70 T Refly to Mr. Nelſon's Friend, p. 171. ; 
os e 1 3 with 
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with Ignatius. There is nothing hid from 
*« the Lord: But our very ſecret Things are 
« nigh unto Him. Let us therefore do all 
** Things, as having Him dwelling in us; that 
„we may be His Temples, and He our God 
5+ 20 Us; 

I proceed to Clement of Alexandria, who 
ſays thus: The Son of God never goes off 
from his Watch-Tower: never parted, ne- 
ver icparated, nor moving from Place to 
Place; bur is always every-where, and con- 
** tained no where: all Mind, all Light, all 
* Eye of his Father, beholding all Things, 
hearing all Things, knowing all Things. 
In another Place. e Ignorance (in any degree) 
cannot affect God, Him that was the Father's 


„ 


EX) 


a Ovot» S T Kugtov , e KAN Tt U 1 wv IC rus ct Tf 
ze. Ignat Ep. ad Epheſ. c. 15. p. 17. Ox. Ed. That Kvugwo u 
meant of Chriſt, is very highly prob able from the wſe of the Ward YL 1! 
in this Author, and from the Context. ; pr 
b 06 v cler cr Tore Thy, GUT) e ν e © 115 Tz Og 8 lug. 7 
Commeg, ZM Mr, & fe hαονỹ “ Tins eig Tim), mevry 4 
o Taree, tou whoa my aero my, In» „s, „ . qs, Dera Al 

2\@- *O@QbuArwo;, Term av, ace dn, bidde e — WY 
— Clem. Alex. Strom. J. 7. c. 2. p. 831. See alſo p. 113. 611.832. 


c Aue, 2 £7 & Ot, Tov 1 60 x8 Conn; o gu o gh 
ivoire Ir gh. p. 83 2. | 
N. B. The Doctor's Criticiſms (Script, Doctr. p. 326. alias 294 
upon Clemens, are very {light. I need only hint, thit π i is 
applied to the Son, at leaſt twice (p.148. 277.) aud 77/xegT15 once 
(p- 647.) by Clemens; and that Tzv@xpurop, may as well fignify 
omni tenens, as omnipoteus; and that omni tenente Voluntate is not 
improper, but agreeable to Clemens's Philoſophy. (See the notes to 
Clemens, p.431. Ed. Ox.) and that therefore Chriſt might be ſup- 
poſed naturally onmiſcient, by Clemens, notwithſtanding the Doctors 
Pretences: Belides that the paſſages referr'd to, if well conſider d, 

can bear no other Senſe, — © | 


+ Conn: 
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1 + Counſellor before the Foundation of the World. 
Origen is pretty large upon the very Texts 
| Ep hereof we have been ſpeaking. He gives ſe- 
t veral Interpretations: bur it is obſervable, that 
e ſtudiouſly cndeavors to find ſome Solution, 
which may acquit the A5y@» from the Imputa- 
tion of being literally Ignorant of the Day of 
i Judgment. What Origeu's Opinion was of 
- F Chriſt's Omn:i/cience, you may allo ſee f elſe- 
where. To confirm what hath been ſaid, one 
general Remark I leave with you. 
The Jabe//ian Controverly began early, and 
„ laſted long in the Church. The Diſpute was, 
whether Father and Son were one and the ſame 
h poſtaſis, or Perſon. Had the Catholicks in- 
$ I terpreted theſe two Texts, as you pretend They 
did, there could not have been any Thing 
more deciſive againſt the Sabellians. Ter- 
E7:1ay, you know, encounter d them in a 
pretty large Book, his Book againſt Praxeas ; 
Hippolytus entered the Liſts againſt Noerws , 
and his Book is ſtill extant; Euſebius's famed 
piece, againſt Marcellus, is to the fame pur- 
Eport; Several Fragments beſides, of other Au- 
thors, remain. Pleaſe to look them over; and 
ſee if ? you can find any one of Them combat- 
= * Hom. 30. in Mat, 
= + Comm. in Joh. p. 28, Huet. Ed. He puts the very Dueſtion, 
© whether the Son knows all that the Father knows, and determines in 
e Affirmative; blaming thoſe who, under pretence of magnifying the 
Father, preſumed to deny it. The Paſſage is rather too long to be 
bere inſerted. | 
J . Tertullian indeed cites the Text, in paſſing; not drawing any 


ach Argument, as 1 mean, from it. What He meant will be ſhown 
| ereafter, under Query 26th. 


CD 


as wt | ! . 2. 
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ing the Sabellians with theſe Texts: And if ya 


cannot; either be content to own, that it wi A 
a very ſtrange and unaccountable Omiſſion uf : 
thoſe Writers, or elſe that they had quite othe 
Notions of Things, than you have hithen 
imagined. The Ariaus you find afterwards 
perperually almoſt, teazing the Catholicks wit 64 
thole Texts: Strange they ſhould never has 
been inſiſted on againft the Sabellians, beim a. 
ſo full ro the purpole ; eſpecially if, as yo 
ſuppoſe, the Ante-Nzcene Writers were them! 
ſctves of that Perſwaſion, which was afterward 
called Arian It is evident that the Sabelliau 
muſt have underſtood the Texts, if they arc ſe 
be taken literally, of the Man Chriſt Feſu 
only. Otherwiſe there had been a manifeſt 6 
pugnancy, in the Words, ut the Son, but thi 
Father; ſince they ſuppoſed Father and Soc 
one and the fame Hypoſtaſis. It is as plain e: 
that they mutt have thought that the Catholich 
agreed with them in that Expoſition; other 
wile they would have charged them, not only 
with Tritheiſm, but with the denial of the 
Son's eſſential Divinity. It does not appea 
that thoſe Texts ever came into Controver!y 
berwixt Them; . or were ever urged by the 
Catholicks; ſo that Both ſeem to have agreed 
in the fame Interpretation. So much for the 
Point of Ommniſcicuce. ; 
I come next to conſider what you have wi 
object ro my Argument for the Son's Ererni!y. | 
I had put it upon this; that it is deſcribed 
| the 
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| Sc ſame Phraſes, with God the Father's; which, 
pbne would think, ſhould be high enough. You 
el me that rhe Son's Metaphyſical Eternity 
%u where expreſly revealed. What the fine 
Word, Metaphyſical, ſignifies here. I know not. 


If his Eternity is revealed, it is enough for me. 
That I underſtand to be revealed, in theſe two 

p f exts, Rev. 1. 17.— 22. 13. 1 am the firſt, 
: nd I am the laſt, I am Alpha and Omega, 

fthe Beginning and the End. That thele, and 
the like Phraſes reſpect Duration, appears from 
Ia. 43. 10. compared with I/. 44. 6. In the 
Mi Hater, the Words are; I am the 5 t, and I 
. am the laſt, aud beſides me there is no God *. 
WT he former, expreſſing the fame Thought, runs 
bus: Before me was there no God formed, 

neither ſhall there be after me. The Phraſe 
of A and Q, Firſt and Laſt, is, in like manner, 
explained Rev. 1. 8. I am Alpha and Omega, 
the Beginning aud the Euding, ſaith the Lord. 

2 which ig, and which was, and which is to 
come. The Phraſe then reſpects Duration; 
2 Fand it is applied to our bleſſed Saviour, as hath 
been ſhown; Rev. I. 17.--22. 13. Therefore 
N [there was no God before Him: Therefore He is, 
ia the ſtricteſt Senſe, Eternal. You fay, the 
Y 04jeetor hath not brought one Text of Feri 
ture that at all proveth it. I did not pro- 
duce all the Texts proper upon that Head: I 
deſign d Brevity. Beſides, I had a mind to re- 
move the Caule, from Criticiſm upon Words, to 


* Compare alſo Iſa. 48. 12. 


one 
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one plain and affecting Argument: v/z. TM ular 
the Proof the Son, Eternity ſtands upon the 1 al 
fame Foot, in Scripture, with the Proof of th 1! 
Father's; and is expreſs'd in as ſtrong Word; Web: 
And tor this, I appeal, as to the Texts abo ed 
cited, fo alio ro Prov. 5. 22, &c. which youWa"" 
allow to be ipoken of the Meſſiac. The onde 
ginal Word, which we tranſlate, from Ever er 
laſting, is the very ſame with what we mee eb. 
with in P/al. 90. 2. where alſo we find a pe 
rallel Deſcription of Eternity, applied to t 
one God. Sce allo Pal. 93. 2. I allow you Win! 
Obſervation, that the Hebrew word may, ande 
ſometimes does, ſignify a Iimited, as well ſl 
it does, at other times, an unlimited Duration Men 
And therefore 1 do not lay all the ſtreſs of mat 
Argument upon the critical meaning of the 
Word; but upon That, and other Circum 
ſtances taken together: particularly this Cir- h 
cumſtance; that the Eternity of the Father is 
dieſcribed in the fame Manner, and in the ſame 
Phraſes, with the other; as by * Comparing | 
Pfal. go. 2. with Prov. 8. 22, Sc. and Rev." 
1. 8. (ſuppoſing that Text to be meant of the 
Father) with Rev. 22. 13. may fully appear. 
do not argue from a fingle Phraſe, or the par- 
85 | The Lord poſſeſs d me in the bt f 
* Before the Mountains were | ginning of his way, before his Works Wi 


_ brought forth, or ever thou hadſt of old. I was ſet up from everlaſ- 
formed the Earth and the World: ing, from the beginning, or ever 


even from everlaſting, Thou art | the Earth was Before 1 Wi 
God, Pſal. 90. 2 | Mountains were ſettled ; before tht Wi 
. e was I brought forth, Prov Wi 

N 18. 22, &c. | 1 


ticular 
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lar force of it; but from ſeveral; and theſe 
#| ally applied to Both: as it were on purpoſe 
0 intimate, that though theſe Phraſes ſingly 
ebe bear a limited Senſe; yet conſidering that 
ll a had made choice of them, as moſt | Igni- 
a ant to expreſs his own Duration; and again 
ade choice of the very ſame, out of many 


11 
he 
i 


Ich Son is Co eternal with Him. 


9 ot you; namely, that there's no certain 
Foot, according to your way of reaſoning, of 
bc Eternity of the Father, in the Old Teſta- 
gent: And ſo reſolute you are in this Matter, 
kar, rather than admit the Son to be eternal 


far as the Old Teſtament gocs, about the 
; * But, for a Salvo to the Father's Eter- 

'y, you obſerve, that it is emphatically ex. 
22 in the New 7. eftament (Rom. 1. 20.) 


Wore, in the New Teſtament ; and then ſignifies 
n the Schools ſpeak. Well then, for any thing 
eee to the contrary, we muſt contentedly go 
ray, without any Scripture Proof of the Eter- 
wity of the Father; for fear it ſhould oblige us 
Y take in the Sor's alſo. And this, indeed, is 


Prepared for; and therefore it is that you tell 


| * Jude v. 6. the 


hers, to expreſs his Sox's Duration too, we 
"mp from thence be taught to belieye that 


vou are ſenſible of the Objection lying a- 


to, you are content to leave us in the Dark, 


Pigerting that the word Ales occurs but * once 


Wernal in a limited Senſe only. or a parte poſt, | 


hat you are before-hand apprehenſive of, and 


bs, that there appears no neceſſity at all, that 
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the Attribute of Eternity ſhould be diſtin a 
revealed with reſpect to the Father; u 
Eternity our reaſon infallibiy aſſures us 
(p 50) Infallibly aſſures: So you fay ; and, 
believe, in my own way, I might be able if 
maintain your Aſſertion. But I profeſs to ya 
that 1 do not, at preſent, apprehend, how, «* 
on your Principles, you will be able to mak 
any compleat Demonſtration of it. It wo 
be ridiculous to talk of proving from Neaſa 
only, without Revelation, that the Perso 
whom we call the Father, the God of 7e 
and Chriſtians, is the Eternal God. | vil 
therefore preſume that you mean, by Rea 
Reaſon and Revelation Both together; andi 
you effectually prove your Point from Both, iſ 
thall ſuffice. You can demonſtrate that ther 
mult be ſome eternal God, in the metaphyſa 
Senſe, as you call it, of theſe Words: But ſince 
the Father, the God of Fews and Chriſtiane 
has not declared, either that He is Eternal, of 
_ God, in the metaphyſical Senſe; it does not ap 
pear how He is at all concern'd in it. He nu 
laid, indeed, that there is 20 God be ſides Hin 
bur as He did not mean it in the netaphyſica 
Senſe, there may be Another, in that Sent: 
be ſides Him, notwithſtanding: Nay, it is cer 
tain there are and have been other Gods; even 
in the /ame Senſe: For Moſes was a God un 
to Pharaah; and Chriſt is God; and therefore 
this cannot be Iiterally true. It can only mean, 
that He is emphatically God, in ſome * ol 

| other, 
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Wher ; perhaps as being God, of our Syſtem; 
, God of the Jeu and Chri//zans, his pecu- 
um. It is true, He has called Himielf Je- 
ab; which if it ſignified neceſſary-exiſtence 
and independence, ir would be an irrefragable 
Proof of his being the eternal God. Bur it 
 {ofortunately happens that Fehovah ſigniſies 
I go more than a Perſon of Honour and Integrity. 


u | 

4 r09m:/es (P. 19.) He has farther declared Him- 
5 | elf to be Creator of the World: But this ex- 
eie of creating, being fnzte, does not ne- 


"7 arily infer an infinite Subjett , 5% 43.) 


% us, pre-ſuppoſes not, nor is at all more 
perfect for, the eternal paſt Duration of hir 
. cing, (See p. 50.) What ſhall I think of 
Epcxt? I muſt ingenuouſly own, I am ut- 


you, whenever you favor me with a Reply. 
o make out your Demonſtration. Bur let us 
proceed. 

Having given us a Reaſon, why it was not 
neceſſary that the /#ppoſed Eternity of the Fa- 


1 
her ſhould be revealed, you go on to acquaint 
„s, why it was not needful to declare the p- 


Whether. His Office and Character, you ay, 
relative to us, does not pre-ſuppoſe it. Iknow 
that very wiſe and judicious Men have thought. 
[that it does pre-/#ppoſe it, Biſhop Bull, for 
inſtance, 


8 — GGG — = - 
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Wy ho is true to his Word, and performs his 


„beides That this Office and Character, relative 


terly non- pluſs'd; and therefore muſt deſire 


Poſed Eternity of the Son. And here you give 
either two Reaſons, or one; I hardly know 
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inſtance, has ſpoke admirably well upon ty 5 H 


Head But the Paſſage being too long to tu w. 
ſcribe, 1 ſhall only refer to it *. How you con 
to take for granted a Thing which you kn! 
nothing of, and which it is impoſſible either i 
You, or any Man elie to prove, I know noi 
It is very manifeſt that, unleſs you have a fi 
Idea of the whole Work of Redemption, a 
can tell as well what belongs to a RedeemeMW 
and a Judge of the whole Univerſe, as you d 

what belongs to a Rector of a Pariſh, you cu 
| Paſs no certain Judgment. No Man can ce 
rainly define the utmoſt of what was need 
in the Caſe; becauſe no Man can dive into t1ſM 
_ utmoſt depth of it. There may be more tha 
You, or I, or perhaps Angels, can ce, i 
that myſterious Diſpenſation; and therefore iſ 
is the height of Preſumption to pronounce, tha 
any Power, leſs than Infinite, might be equal i 
it. 1 do not ſay that the Argument for Chriſt! 
Divinity, drawn from the greatneſs of the Work 
of Redemption, and the Honours Conſequent 
upon it, amounts to a perfect Demonſtration: 
But this I ſay, and am very clear in what I {ay 
that it is much ſurer arguing for the Afirms 
tibe, from what we know; than for the Ne. 
gatzve, from what we know nor. Ir is pol 
ble our Proof may not be ſufficient : But ir is 
a priori, impoſſible that your's ſhould. Whe 
ther we can maintain our Point, may perhaps 
be a Queſtion: but it is out of all Queſtion 
that you cannot maintain your's. 

* Judic, Eccl. p. 12. Having 
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#| Having anſwer' d this your firſt Reaſon, why 


vas not neceſſary to reveal the Son's Eter- 
Wy, 1 proceed to the remaining Words; which 


* 


Ws 


l perfectly underſtood, I might know whe- 


er they are a diſtinct Reaſon, or only an Ap- 


endage to the former. They are theſe: Nor 
i (Chriſt's Office and Character) at all more 
rect for the eternal paſt Duration of his 
Peing, (p. 50.) I have been conſidering why 
at word, Paſt, was inſerted, and what it can 
Pean, in that place. Ir ſeems to be oppoſed 
cher to Preſent, or elſe to, to come, tacitely 
Inderſtood. Ar firſt, I thought thus: That it 
Eight be put in to prevent our Imagining that 
IT briſt's Office might not be at all more perfect 


yr the eternal Duration of his Being, to come. 


ps 


0g 


1 
5 


Put conſidering again, that if He does but con- 
nue till the Office is compleated and perfected, 
is all one, in reſpect of that Office, whether 
bis Duration hold longer or no; I thought, That 
Kould not be the meaning. Reflecting again. 


conceived that, Paſt, might poſſibly have 


2 
R . bl 


relation to the Office conſider'd as preſent, or 
Commencing at ſuch a Time; ſuppoſe Six Thou- 
and Years ago: And you might think; what 


L, 
Is E. 
72 
2 5 
* 

80 * 
r 


old it ſignify to date his Being Higher? If 
e did bur exiſt, ſoon enough for the Office, it 


Fs ſufficient. All the Time run out before, is 
ſof no Conſideration; having no Relation to 


Jan Office which was to commence after, and 
would ſtill be but the Self-lame Temporal Of- 


ice, commencing at ſuch a Time. If I have 
| hir 
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hit your Thought at length, J aſſure you, it hx 
coſt me {ome Pains; and I wiſh you would « 
preſs your ſelf more clearly hereafter. 

Now then. let us apply this Manner of Rex 
ſoning to another Purpoſe: By parity of Reaſo 
we may argue, that the Office of God the Fx 
ther, commencing at the Creation; I ſay, the 
Office of Suſtaining, Preſerving, and Govern. 
ing the World, has no Relation to the Time 
paſt, being but juſt whar it is, whether a lon- 
ger or a ſhorter, or no Time at all be allowed 
for any prior Exiſtence; nor is it at all mor 
perfect for the eternal paſt Duration of his Be. 
ing. But does not this Argument ſuppoſe that 
the Office is ſuch as may be diſcharged by 
finite Creature, or one that began in Time! 
Certainly. And is not That the very Thing in 
Queſtion in this. and in the other Caſe too 
Undoubtedly. How then comes it to be taken 
for granted? Beſides; is not a Perſon of un. 
limited, that is, eternal Powers and Perte- 
ctions, more capable of diſcharging an Office, 
than any Creature? Well then, by neceſli 
ry Conſequence, the paſt Duration of the 
Perſon is of great Moment in the Caſe; and 
the Office muſt be thought as much more 

perfect, for the eternal paſt Duration of bis 


Du 


7 


7 


© 
Being, as God's Perfections excel thoſe of . 
his Creatures; and that is infinitely. i 

oe, Y 


Qu 
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Query VII. 


n hether enk does not imply neceſſary 
Exiſtence of the Son; which is inconſiſteut 
| with the Doctor's & cheme? And whether 
the“ Doctor hath not made an eluſive, Equi- 
| vocating Anſwer to the Objection, ſince the 
= Son may be a neceſſary Emanation from the 
= Father, by the Will aud Power of the Fa- 
| ther, without any Contradiftion? Will is 
| one Thing, and Arbitrary Will another. 


O the former part of the -Query you 
anſwer, that /mple and abſolute Eter- 
ty is the ſame with Neceſſary, or Self exi- 
|; _—_ which is no where ſuppos'd of the 
Pon, by Dr. Clarke, Here are ſeveral Mi- 
| "9, For, firſt, the Idea of ſimple Eternity 
s not the fame with that of Neceſary-ex- 
Vence. Nor, ſecondly, is it the fame with 
both Neceſſary-exiſtence and Self-exiſtence, 
ſuppoſing it were the ſame with the former; 
decauſe theſe two are not the ſame. The Idea 
pf Eternity is neither more nor leſs than 
Duration without beginning, and without 
d. Some have ſuppoſed it poſſible for 
God to have created the World from all Eter- 
ty; and they uſe this Argument for it; that 
whatever He could once do, He could always 
o. Not that I chink there is much weight in 


* Reply, p. 227. 5 
K the 
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the Argument; bur it is ſufficient to ſhow, that AK 
the Ideas are diſtinct; and that, tho' rep. ö 
ity may, in ſound Reaſoning, infer or imply 
Neceſſary - exiſtence, as is intimated in the 
Query; yet the Ideas are not the ſame: For i 
they were; it would be Nonſenſe to talk of oe; 
inferring or implying the o7her. Then for thx 
lecond Point; it is very manifeſt that the Ideal . 
of Nec? -fary-exiſtence, and Jelf exiſtence (how. 
ever they may be imagined nt, or with 
Reaſon, to imply each other) are not the fau.; 
Ideas. Ariſtotle, and the later Platomiſi ai 
{ſuppoſed the World and all the inferior God 
(as Plato and the Pythagoreans, ſome 2 
mundane Deities) to procced, by way d 
Emanation, without any Temporary Prodi. 
Ction, from a Superior Cauſe: That is, they 
believed them to be Neceſſary, but not Sel 
exiſient. Something like this has been con: 
ſtantly believed by the Chriſtian Church, in MW 
ſpect of the AC : Which ſhows, at leaf 
that the Ideas are different; and not only 6, 
but that, in the Opinion of a great part of Man 
kind, they do not fo much as infer and imply 
each other; one may be conceived without ti 
other. However, that is not the Point I infil: 
on now. All that I affirm, at preſent, is, that 
the Ideas are diſtin; and nor the very ſame 
After you had laboured to confound theke 
Things together, you proceed to argue againk 
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See Cudworth, Intellect. Syſtem, p. 250, Cc. 
th 
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: i Son's being eternal. But what is that to 
N ne Query F-1 ſuppoſed Dr. Clarke ( Reply, 
i br p. 227.) to underſtand the word Eternal as 1, 
br any other Man ſhould; and objected the 
yconſiſtency of acknowledging the Eternity 
bf the Son, and yer denying his Neceſſary- 
riſteuce; which, Eternity, I thought, inferr'd 
and implied. You admit my reaſoning to be jult, 
W rhe Doctor meaut the ſame, by Eternal, as 
do. But if He meant by Eternal, Tempo- 
iy, then my Argument fails; as moſt cer- 
indy it muſt. But why are we thus impoſed 


"by with ſo manifeſt an abuſe of Words? Whar 
A ccaſion is there for putiing the Epithets of 
ol Frple. ab ſolute, or metaphyſical to the word 
aw 3 which every one, that knows Eugliſh, 
5] my ſtands better without? Unleſs you ſup- 
mn that there is an unlimited, and a 1 


] 'erniry ; which is, in reality, an Eternity, and 
po Eternity. You procced to diſpute againſt the 
/ernity of the Son; which tho! it be ſomething 
reign to the purport of the Query, yet being 
dertinent to the Cauſe in hand, I ſhall here con- 
der it. You argue that, if the Son be Eter- 
al, He is Neceſſarily-exiſting; which 1 al- 

w: and if Neceſſarily-exiſting, then Self-ex- 
leut; which I * deny: and you cannot prove. 


* AA un g, 70 cel, 1095 UT OYoieey gern u aufn c ani a, 66 Oy 
150 orgs ui nT Hg TEA go waver o ep TV 1, 0977 _ cel, o 
| 709 ονοο, TRUTLY £53 TY ayiyry. Alex. Ep, apud Theod. |. t. 
S 4. p. 17. This was ſaid in Oppoſiti tion to the Arians, who were 
lmg to confound the Idea of Eternity and of Neceſſary-exiſience, with 
elt. exiſtence. The Learned Dodtor cites this Paſſge, ire againſt 


th K 2 You 
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You go on to a new Conſideration; which 
put into Syllogiſm, ſtands thus. E 
Whatever has a principium is not Eternal: 
The Son has a priucipium, the Father being 
priucipium Filii Therefore, Sc. [> 
The middle Term, principium, is equivocal, b 
and bears two Senſes; wherefore the Syllogin 
conſiſts of four Terms. If priucipium be un. 
derſtood in reſpect of Time, the Minor i 
not true: if it be taken in any other Senſe, 
the Major is not true: So that Both cannot {Mi 
be true. You might, in the fame way, argue 
that the Sun's Light is not cocval with the 
Sun; nor Thought cocval with the Miud, ſup: 
poſing the Mind to think always. For, in both 
Caſes, a principium is admitted; but no Priority, 
in reſpect of Time. You add, that there is: 
_ reaſonable Senſe in which the Son may be ſaid 
to be Eternal. ] hope there is: But not your 
Senſe; which is juſt as reaſonable, as to lay; 
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9 an Angel is eternal, only becauſe you deter 
0 mine not the Time when He came into Being 
| I ſhould think it moſt reaſonable, to uſe Words, 
7 according to their obvious, and proper Signif: 
is cation; and not to fix new Ideas to old Words, 

without any warrant for it. In this way of 


going on with the abuſe of Words, we {hall 
hardly have any left, full and expreſs enoug| 


Himſelf (Script. Doctr. p. 283. alias 250.) It was intended, and 
diametrically oppoſite to the Doctor's leading Principle, or ratht 
Fallacy, which runs thro his Performance, viz. That the Son can 
be ſtrictiy and eſſentially God, unleſs He be Self. exiſtent, or unoriginat 
in every Sense. | 


10 
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| Ito diſtinguiſh the Catholic Doctrine by. It 
l: was once ſufficient, before the riſe of Ariani ſin, 
to fay, the Son is God: Bur by a novel Senſe 
put upon it, the word (Go was made Am- 
a biguous. To That were added fruſy, and 
im eallh; to be more expreſſive: But the * Ar:ans 
m. found out a Senſe for theſe Terms too; and 
could gravely ſay, that the Son was truly, 
e, N really God. God by Nature, one might think, 
ois full and ſtrong enough: But you are ſtealing 
ue away rhe Senle of that Expreſſion from us. 
be We can add no more, but ezernally and /i6- 
B/antially God; and yet, I perccive, unleſs we 
put in imply, abſolutely, metaphyſically, or 
the like, even theſe Words alſo may loſe their 
Force and Significancy. But to what purpoſe 
Ws all this? Might you not better ſay plainly, 


that the Son is not Eternal; not by Nature; 
vi Vor truly God; in a word, not God? No, but 
er. Pcripture reclaims; and the whole Catholick 
vs Church reclaims; and Chriſtian Ears would 
ds, Wor bear it. So then, it ſeems, it is highly ne- 


ceſſary to ſpeak Orthodoxly, whatever we 


de in,; ro ſtrip the words of their Senſe, and 
of to 180 the Sound. But to proceed. 
al As to the latter part of the Query, I am to 


expect no clear or diſtin Anſwer: Becauſe 
hat is meant by a neceſſary Emanation by 
pe Will of the Father, you underſtand not; 
Vor what again by the difference of Will, and 
\nitrary Will, p. 52. Had you but retain'd 


See Socr. E. Hiſt. I. 2. c. 19. p. 82+ Theod. |. 1. c. 28. : 
K-23 in 
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in Mind, what you muſt have obſerved, when tl 
you read the Autients, you could not have been F. 
at a Joſs to apprehend my meaning. You may g. 
pleaſe to remember, that one of the principa|ſMh 
Arguments made ule of by the 2 Arians,  agaiuſt t! 
the Catholicks, was this: I 
b Either the Father begar the Son 7) bis * 
Conſent and Will; or again/t his Will and Con- 
{cnt - If the former, then that Aci of the Wil 
was Autecedeut to the Son's Exiſtence; and 5 
therefore He was not Eternal: The latter, waz! 
plainly too abſurd for wy Chriſtian to own. 
The Catholicks took two ways of anſwering [ 
the Dilemma. One, which was the beſt and 
ſafeſt, was, by © retorting upon the ran, 
the Dilemma, thus: Was God the Father, God 
Sith, or againſt his Will? By this ſhort Que 
flion, That ſo famous Objection of the Ariaus 
was d effectually filenc'd. 
But beſides this Anſwer, they had alſo ano 
ther. They admitted that the Generation of 
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2 See Athanaſ. Orat. Contr. Arian. 2, 3» 4+ Hilary, p. 118 
Greg. Nyſſ. p. 625. Petav. de Trin. p. 128. 

b Interrogant (Ariani) utrum Pater Filium Voleus an Nolens ge 
nuerit; ut ſi reſponſum fuerit quod Volens genuerit, dicant, jo 
eſt ergo Voluntas Patris; quod autem Nolens genuerit, quis potel 
dicere? Auguſt. Comr. Serm. Arian. l. 1. p. 626« Bened. Ed. 

8 Athaaaf, Orat. 3. p. 611. Bened. Ed. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 3j 
p. 565. Auguſt. de Trin. I. 15, c. 80. p. 994. 
d Viciſſim quelivit ab eo, utrum Deus Pater, Folens an Nolen 

fit Deus: ut ſi reſponderet, Nolens, ſequeretur illa miſeria quam ce 

Deo credere meg inſania eſt; fi autem diceret, Volens, reſpond 

retur ei, ergo & Iyſe Deus eſt, ſua Voluntate, non Natura. Quid 
ergo reſtabat, niſi ut obmuteſceret, & ſua interrogatione oblige 
tum inſolubili vinculo ſe videret. Auguſt. ibid. 

Sie 1his farther explain d in the Poſt. Script, p. 491. 


the 
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ihe Son was with the Will and Conſent of his 
rather; in the ſame Senſe that He is wile, 
good, juſt, Sc. neceſſarily, and yer not againſt 
Ius Will. Some thought it reaſonable to ay, 
that the Father might etrernally will the Gene— 
ration of the Son, and that He could not but 
cill fo, as being eternally Good. à See Peta- 
_ This way of reafoning b Biſhop Bull 
mentions, hardly approving it: And one would 
elmoſt think that e Dr. Clarke was once in- 
. cünable to ſubſcribe to it: underſtanding erer- 
al, as we do. But He thought fit *afferwards 
2 o explain Himſelf off, into another meaning. 
here was another Notion which <ſome of the 
primitive Writers had; Namely, this: That 


of F Huce the Mill of God is God Himſelf, as much 
ue s the Wiſdom, &c. of God, is God H mſelf; 
Js, hatever is the fruit and product of God, is 


, © fruit and product of his Will, Wiſdom, 
c. and fo, the Son, being the perfect Image 
| Pf the Father, is Subſtance of Subſtance, Wiſ- 
Wn of Wiſdom, Mill of [i ill, as He is Light 
Light, and God of God: which is St. Au- 
Vins Doctrine, in the f place cited in the 
Margin. : | 

By this rime, I preſume, you may underſtand 
hat I meant by the latter part of the Query. 


a Pag. 591, 592. b D. F. N. p. 223. 

c Script. Doctr. p. 280, gc. Reply, P.113. Pager given in to the 
iſhops, d Clarke's Lett. N. 8. 

Le See the Teſtimonies collected by Cotclerius, in his Notes upon the 
ecognitions of Clem. p.492. and by Petavius, l. 6. c. 8. 1.7. c. 12. 
ee eſpeciall » Athanaſ. Orat. 3. pag. 613. Bened. Ed. Epiphan. 
'zref. 74. p. $95. f De Trin. |. 15. c. 8. 


K 4 There 
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There is a ſober, Catholic Senſe, in which ta 
the Son may be acknowledged to be by, ol; 
from, the Mill of the Father, and yet may be 
a neceſſary Emanation allo. And therefor 
Dr. Clarke did not do well in oppoſing thokWh 
two, one to the other; as if they were incon-W 
ſiſtent : Eſpecially conſidering that He produces 
ſeveral Authoritics to prove the Generation to 
be by a *Power of Will, in oppoſition tl 
Neceſſity of Nature, from Writers who al 
ſerted Both; and denied only ſuch a ſuppoſed 
it neceſſity as might be againſt, and a force upon 
1 the Father's Will. This is manifeſt of his Cit 
tions from the f Ccuncil of Sirmium, Mari 
Hicforinus, Baſil. and Gregory Nyſen ; and 
hath been clearly ſhown by his Learned + An. 
tagoniſt. The Sum of all is, that the Genera 
tion of the Son may be by Neceſſity of Ns 
ture, without excluding the Concurrence or 
Approbation of the Will. And therefore Will 
(i. e. conſent, approbation, acquieſcence ) is 
one Thing; and Arbitrary Will, (that is, free 
Choice of what might otherwiſe not be) is 
Another. You endeayor to prove, that the Son 
derives his Being from the Vill of the Father, 
in this latter Senſe; which is the ſame thing with 
the making Him a Creature. You recite ſome 


— 
——k 


* Script. Doctr. p. 281, c. alias, 247, &c. 
+ Script. Doctr. p. 285. 286. alias, 252, 253. 
4 True Script. Doctr. continued, p. i19, &c. 
N. B. The Doctor manifeſtly perverts the Senſe of the Council g 
Sirmium, and of Hilary's Comment upon it, by miſtranſlating them; 
putting without his Will, inſtead of againſt his Will. 


Scraps 
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cg raps of Quotations, as collected by Dr. 


01 Hz and Dr. Whitby, in your Notes (P. 51.) 
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Wor one of the Citations is to your Purpoſe, or 


pmes up to your point. For inſtance; Igna- 


us ſays, * Chriſt is the Son of God, accord- 


g to the Will and Power of God. Sup- 
Poſing this not to be meant of his f miracu- 
us Conception, and Incarnation, (which the 
Context has been thought to favour, and 
I hich Biſhop Pear/on inclined to, in his 
Notes) yet ſee how many ſeveral Interpretations 
may bear, beſides what you would fix upon it. 


1. The Fruit and Off: ſpring of the Will and 


y lome of the Peſt-Nicene Writers. 


4 
\ 
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2 
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33 of God: ſignifying no more than God 


42 
my 
„ 
. 


God, in the Senſe intimated above. P. 127. 


2. By the eternal Will and Power of God. 


. 
en 
TY 


© a Scnſe likewiſe before intimated, and own'd 


1 'An3G; ava On, Y, Audio v pz, i OE 2 N. 


ob OS. — Ignat. Ep. ad Smyrn. c. 1. p. 1. 


+ I can by no means think, that the Son is here called. "*y2%; Og, 
reſpect of his Incarnation; which was really his Nativity x 


Phu, to which this other is oppoſed, aud which muſt therefore be 
Grlerſtood of ſome higher Sonſhip. The Phraſe of nam ozpxa, has 


en coaſtantly ſo interpreted by the Antients; Irenæus, Tertullian, 


Driven, Novatian, zhe Synod of Antioch in the Caſe of Paul of 


amoſata, Hippolytus, Euſebius, Lactantius, all explaining Chriſt's 


peing the Son of David according to the Fleſh, by his Birth of the 


/ 


Neſſed Virgin; and the Phraſe xaT& oapxu as oppoſed to a prior Son- 
Whip, in his divine Nature before the World was; in which reſpeck 
he was Son of God, before He became Son of Man. That Ignatius 


tended the ſame is highly probable, not to ſay evident, from his own 


Words, elſewhere. Tigg aiavwy meg mT we Magneſ. c. 6. Tis 


5 Org, 4, ken aors AO. die.. Ibid. c. 8. Xe Ts ys Os, 


pig, ov view, ON M A”, Rom. c. 7. Compare 


6 Tgo a He, 


3. With 


'poſtol, Conſtit. I. 8. c. 1. Ev 
sehr nary in ang Ni Yin. 


1 " 
* 4 * 


tien mention d by Jain Martyr, Ai 


as voluntary a Thing, as the Incarnation afte 


vine Nature of Chriſt; of which more hen 


The whole Paſſage is this, literally tranſlated 
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3. With the Approbation, and Acquieſca P! 
of God, in the ſame Senſe that He is pleu A 
with, and acquieſces in, his own Wiſdom, Gofhc 
nels, and other Perfections. | 

4 The paſſage may relate, not to the Soi 
Generation in the higheſt Senſe; bur to 
Maniſeſtation. or Coming forth, in order 
create the World; which is a kind of * F:Y 


nagoras, Theophilus, Tertullian, Tatin 1 
Novatian, and Hippolytus, and ſuppoſ 


wards; tho' the ſame Authors aſſerted the Err b. 
#:ty and Con ſubſtautiality of the Ay», or 


after. 
From theſe four Particulars you may pf 
ceive, how little you can be able to prove fr 
that Paſſage in Ignatius. As to Juſtin Marti 
F have already hinted, in what Senſe He mad 
the Generation ve/zntary. But why you ſhoul 
chuſe to do that good Father a double Injury 
firſt in curtailing his Words, and next in mile 
preſenting his Senſe, you can beſt Account 


** f Who, according to his (he Father's) god 


* Clement of Alexandria ſeems to intend the ſame (p. 654. E 
Ox.) expreſſing it by the word Tegtryor, And it is extremely po 
bable that Ignatius had the wery ſame Thought. ab d n 
cd c, . ad Magneſ. cap. 8. "Eva Ia XN, . 
* iv0; TET e @9ATorm, x 86G E d Nl xaghore &, Iba | 


7 Ts \ 0 1 . 
+ Ter bajj! BgAw Ty 2. © Oter ev, you aurTov, A Aſt 
L N Une Th Hes. p. 280, Sylb. Jeb. 370. a 
| «6 P ex 


pleaſure, is God, being his Son; and an 
Angel roo, as miniſtring to his Father's Will. 


e meaning is not, as you repreſent it, that 


rift is God, by the Will of the Father (tho 

Nen that might bear a good Senſe according to 
Dat has been obſerved above) but that it was 
Je Father's good pleaſure that He ſhould not 
y be God, as He always was, being God's Son; 
Ir that He ſhould take upon Him beſides, the 
ie of an Angel. That He was God was a 
Peceſſury Thing, as He was God's Son, of 
ge {ame nature with Him: but that He ſhould 
& both; i. e. God and an Angel too; this 
Is intirely owing to God's good Pleaſure. 
Wowcyer, you have been ſomething civiller to 
is antient Father, than Dr. Whitby has been, 


his modeſt Di/quiſitions; who, to ſerve a 


d Cauſe, uſes a worle Art; f cuts the Quo- 


ion ſhort at yi avry; and then, to make his 


Irn Senſe our of that Paſſage, inſerts (Et) in 


is Tranſlation, rendering it thus: Qui ex vo- 


hutate Ipſius & Deus eſt, Et Filius; leaving 
Fur, Et Angelus, to which the former, Et, re- 


| . | | 
uh is that of Novatian. Perſonæ autem Chriſti convenit ut & 
eus ſit, quia Dei Filius; & Angelus ſit, quoniam paternæ diſpo- 
ſonis Adnuntiator eſt. Novat. c. 26. | 


For, tho He was God, as being God's Son; and a Son ue GE 


, according to Juſtin, and other Writers before mention d; yet they 
not think that he was God, «am Paw. But becauſe He came 


dr'h, as a Son, from the Father; and was not produc'd # 8x uu, 


i all Creatures are) therefore He was God, having ever exiſted, 


ore his Coming forth, in and with the Father, Hic ergo quando 
er voluit, proceflit ex Patre: & Qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex 


. Nr c. 26. | 
; Whitby's Diſq. Modeſt, p. 32. 
ferr'd 
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fire only to have Things fairly repreſented, x 


plainly what may be 7u/7/y pleaded here, 0 
there, and no more; aud then let it be left u 
his impartial Judgment, after a full vier 


return: The ſecond Citation which you bring 


the Book you mention; or elſe 
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ferr'd. Strange that any ſhonld be ſo reſolutg 
eager to ungod their Saviour, as not to pem 
the cauſe to have a fair hearing. It were pio 
at leaſt, to let the Reader know, what has, 
what can be ſaid on the other fide of the Ou 
ſtion; and to give it its due Weight and For 
This is reaſonable in any the moſt trifling Ma 
ter, that can come before us: But certain 
much more ſo, where His Honour is concern! 
whom All Men are commanded to Honour 
even as They Honour the Father, Joh. 5.1 
For my own part, I declare once for all; 16% 


they really are; no Evidence ſmother'd, « 
ſtifled, on either Side, Let every Reader |: 


of the Caſe: Miſquotations and Miſrepreſen 
rations will do a good Cauſe harm; and wil 
not long be of Service to a bad one. But 1 


from Juſtiu, you give ſuch an Account of, « 
muſt make one think, either that you never fav 
but ſer 
the Paſſage in the * Margin. Your words are: 
He hath all theſeTitles (before mention'd, vu. 


1 "Exe yp el vr cc vera, % TE TS bunęer sd Te aur f. 
x SAM,, xy U TE aro Ts vr e Frm Ne. Dial 
p. 183. Jeb. I: is not from his being Begotten of the Father, thit 
He hath all theſe Titles; but from that, and his Adminiſtring to li 
Father's Will, Both together, (not either ſingly) will account for al 
thele Titles, * 

that 
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at of Son, Wiſdom, Angel, God, Lord, and 
ord) from his being Begotten of the Father 


his Will; directly contrary to the whole 


nor of the Dialogue; and the very imme- 


ate Words preceding thoſe you cite. In your 
ird Quotation, you are pleas'd, for the ſake 


Engliſh Readers, to miſtranſlate aegzA9o@, 


oduced. inſtead of, coming forth, or proceed- 


g. Your next Citation is from Clement of 


Lexandria: In which J find no fault but your 
Ferring to Strom. 5. inſtead of Strom. 7. and 
linging a Paſſage not certainly pertinent to the 
int in Queſtion. If you pleaſe to look into the 
Ruthor Himſelf, you will find it, at leaſt, doubt- 
, whether He be ſpeaking of the Generation 
the Son; or only ſhowing how He, by the 


ather's good Pleaſure, was at the Head of 
fairs, and adminiſtred his Father's Kingdom. 
our next Author is f Tertulliau, who is in- 
ed ſpeaking of the Generation, that is, Manz- 
cation, or Coming forth, of the Son: And 
re you render protulit, produced, meaning 


1% Being, or into a State of Exiſtence ; 


hich is not Tertullian's Senſe, nor of any of 
e Fathers, who ſpeak of that Matter. Ter- 
lian expreſly + excepts againſt it: So does 


„Jem. Alex. Strom. 9. p. 833. Ox. Edit. Am F &za9ar, 
„e Y TIUVTOXCGLTORO TATE, cin O 0 "yog vid, TEWT D- 


/ / » 5 &::T — 51 — 
1 ov wis am ci: s yap o ww, Tsr why This 


&\ / 


o TXpx0, KC. 7 | 
f Tunc cum Deus voluit, ipſum primum protulit Ser monem. 


1724 phy Ive wives als Tha ed wvercey The ps % yT uv os eva 


ul. Contr. Prax. c. 6. 


+ Contr, Prax. c. 5. 


Ta- 
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2 Tatian, the next Author which you nam 
And ſo likewiſe d Athenagoras, and e I 
Foblyrus, whom you have not named By 
chuſe to mention Them, as being uſeful | 
explain the former. 4 Euſebius may reaſo 
ably be im erpreted by Thoſe that went bet 
Him; or by the Ae Conſtantiue's I 
plication of us matter, which ſhall be cite 
hereafter; cr by his own Account of the oj 
undivided Trinity, before mention'd : If ng 
his Authority, againſt rhe Catholicks before a 
after Him, and againſt Himſelf, muſt appear 
ſmall Weight. The reſt of your Authority 
I have already ſpoke to; and you may pe 
ceive, by this Time, I preſume, that none 
them ſpeak home to the purpoſe for whid 
they were cited. However, for the ſake 
ſuch who, being little acquainted with the 
Matters, may be liable to be impoſed upon 
a few ſpecious Prerences, I ſhall now go a1 
tle deeper into the point before us; and end 
yor to {ct it in a true Light. 
be diſtinction of a ©7breefold Ginerati 
of the Son, is well known among the Learne 
and is thus explain'd. 
I. The firſt, and moſt proper Filiation, au 
Generation is his eternally exiſting in, ande 


5S Tatian, Sect. 7. p· 20. Ox, Edit. 

b Legat. Sect. 10. p. 39. Ox. Edit. 

c Contr, Noet. Sect. 10. p. 13. Vol. 2. Ed. Fabric. 
d See True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 123. 


e Bull. D. F. p. 222. Brev. Animady, in Gil. Clerke, p. 10 


thi 


Fabric, Not. in Hippol. Vol. 1. p. 242. 


/ 


10 


th 


— 
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Father; The eternal AS % , of the eternal 
nd. In reſpect of this, chiefly, He is the 
y begotten, and a diſtinct Perſon from the 
her. His other Generations were rather 
adeſcenſions, firſt to Creatures in general, 


to Men in particular. 


. His ſecond Generation was his Conde/cen- 


„, Manifeſtation, coming forth, as it were, 


m the Father ( tho” never ſeparated or divided 
m Him) to create' the World: This was in 


me, and a voluntary Thing; and in this re- 


ct properly, He may be thought to be r- 


GO wagons xlr se: Firſtborn of every 
eature; or before all Creatures. 


. His third Generation, or Filiation, was 


zen He condeſcended to be born of a Virgin, 
| to become Man. Theſe Things I here ſup- 
or premiſe only, for the more diſtinct Ap- 
henſion of what is to follow; not expecting 
be believed farther than the Proofs can juſtify. 
e may now proceed to ſpeak of the Doctrine 


the Antzents. 


It is obſervable, that the Aute-Niceue Wri- 
are more ſparing, than Thoſe that came after, 
ſpeaking of the firſt, the eternal Generation: 
ring, I mean, as to the Term, or Phraſe; 
t as to the Thing it ſelf. The Eternity of 
e Word. or As, and the Diſtinction of 
rlons, they all held; together with the Con- 
tantialiry, and Unity of Principle; which 


ether are as much as can be meant by erer- 


[ Generation. 
Tre- 
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Irenæus is a * frequent and conſtant Aſſen u 
of the Eternity of the Word; but eternal (ff 
neration we do not read in expreſs Tem 
Vet we find what amounts to it, by neceſſuſ 
Implication. In one particular place, b He ca 
ſures thole who pretended to aſcribe any bl 
ginning to the Nativity of the Word; whichif 
in effect, aſſerting an eternal Prolation, or (if 
eration; for He makes theſe words < equi 
valent. 1 = 
_ Or:gen, Commenting upon the Words of ti 
ſecond Pialm: Thou art my Son, this day ban 
FT begotten Thee; Proceeds thus: d They ui 
„ ſpoken to Him by God, with whom it! 
always To day: For, I conceive, there is 
« Evening nor Morning with Him; but ti 
Time co- extended, if I may ſo ſpeak, wit 
his unbegotten and eternal Life is the! 
Day in which the Son is begotten; the 
being 20 beginning found of his Generation 
* any more than of the To Day. This is fit 


a Pag. 153. 163. 209. 253. Ed. Bened. e do not pretend | 
argue merely from the force of the word ſemper, or del, but fu 
That and other Circumſtances: as when Infectus goes along with i 
or the like, p. 153. Aud as Semper aderat generi humano, p. 2 
intimates that He was with Men, as ſoon as any Men exiſted ; N 
exiſtens ſemper apud Patrem, intimates his being coeval with ii 
Father. | : | | 

b Prolationis initium donantes, J. 2. c. 14. P. 132. 

c J. 2. c. 28. p. 158. | EE L 

d Azye)) 2 b &uToy una ͤ Y Oeg, w ow gen 10 enßucgos, Ga in j 
Eorige. O28, f/w 5 e on Sk Tewin ANN 0 Tu pls Treg STE 
aywry O idle auTs Cay, i gs tim, gb, %ige im W 
TH og, oy y MYTH 6 js. caps erborπ ] OUTS 8G BY 1 f 
| eim, @s 89% Tis ywien;, Com. in Joh. p. 31. Compare * 
this, the Citation from Origen, in Pamphilus's Apology. K 

8 ch 
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er confirm d by what Athanaſius quotes from 
im, where Origen calls it Preſumption ® 70 4. 
he any Beginning to the Jon; and ſpeaks of 
e only begotten, as bcing © always with the Father. 


ys, the Son muſt have afways exiſted in the 
Father, or elſe (which He takes to be abſurd) 
he Father would not have been always Fa- 
Ver. This, I think, can bear no Senſe, un- 
Wl always be underſtood ſtrictly. And it is 


Fo have exiſted before that Proceſſion, Coming 
wth, or Nativity, which He ſpeaks of, in 
hat Chapter. Some indeed have thought, that 
Novatian underſtands not the Word, Semper, 
jere, in the ſtrict Senſe, of unlimited Dura- 
ion: Wherein, I humbly conceive, They are 
Piteken. I have tranſcribed the * Paſſage into 
ic Margin, and ſhall proceed to explain its 
Icaning. After the Author had ſaid, Semper 
in Patre, He immediately adds a ſentence 


a De Decret, >dynod. Nic. p. 233. Ed. Bened. 

b lb ToAunra; Tis dN I ava ys megTEgY GIN . 

c TV a& owwv]O» wird Moys woroYfuss. | 

d Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non ſemper Pater, c. 31. 

e Et qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex Patre: & qui in Patre fuit, 

huia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre poſtmodum fuit, quia ex Patre 

Proceſſit, c. 31. 3 5 
Hic ergo cum fit genitus a Patre, Semper eſt in Patre. Semper 

utem fic dico, ut non innatum, ſed natum probem ; Sed qui ante 


| 

oe Tempus eſt, Semper in Patre fuiſſe dicendus eſt; nec enim 
empus lili aſſignari poteſt, qui ante Tempus eſt. Semper enim in 
ire, ne Pater non Semper fit Pater; quia & Pater Illum etiam 
vi recedit, quod neceſſe eſt prior fit qua Pater fit: quoniam antece- 


lat neceſſe eſt Eum, qui habet Originem, Ille qui Originem neſcit. 
; We 


To Origen I may ſubjoin © Novatian, who 


ery manifeſt that Novatian ſuppoſes the Son 


which ſhews that He underſtood, Semper, as 
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we ſay, a parte ante. But withal there is oi, 
ſeeming Reſtriction: Sic dico, ut non Innatu i 
fed natum probem. There might be ſon 
then, as well as now, who knew not how ti 
diſtinguiſh between ETERNITY, and SEITE 
EXISTENCE. The Sabellians, in patticula,i 
might pretend that the Son, being Eternal, mull 
be the Self-exiftent Father Himſelf, It wall 
therefore neceſſary for the Author to guard, ini 
the manner He does, againſt any ſuch Miſtake 
or Miſconſtruction. So Alexander Biſhop 0 
Alexandria, while He maintains the ſtri& Ete 
nity of the Son, to guard againſt the inyidiou 
Miſconſtruction of the Arians, inſerts the like 
Caution , © Let no Man, ſays He, maiſtak 
« Eternal, as if it were the ſame with de: 
& exiſtent, as (the Arians) having their mind 
ce blinded, are wont to do. This may fer 
for a good Comment upon Novatian. To pro 
ceed : Novatian adds; Qui ante omne Tempus 
eſt, Semper in Patre fuiſſe dicendus eſt. Hen 
He explains, Semper, by, ante omne Tempus 
Now, this is the very ſame, with Him, as it 
He had ſaid of the Son, quod nom aliquand 
cæperit; as may appear by the | Account He 
gives of the Eternity of the Father; explain. 


See p. 123. 5 5 
1 Niſi forte (quod abfit) aliquando eſſe cæperit, nec ſuper omni 
Fit, ſed dum poſt aliquid eſſe cœperit, intra (leg. iafra) id ſit quod 
ante Ipſum fuerit, minor inventus poteſtate, dum poſterior denots 
tur etiam 1pſo Tempore. Novat. c. 2. Mark the Force of the words 
Etiam Ipſo; intimating that Poſteriority in Time is a low degree i 
Poſteriority, and that a Thing might be ſaid to be poſterior in“ 
higher Senſe than that; Vit. is Order of Nature, as we term i. 

4 | ing 
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Ws it by his not being poſterior to Time: And 
Wis having no Time before, is the very ſame, 
With having nothing preceding. Wherefore, 
hen Novation ſpeaks afterwards of the Fa- 
ers being precedent to the Son, He can mean 
only in order of Nature, not in reſpe& of 
ui Daration. And this I take to have been the 
Encaning of the Catholick Writers, before and 
ter the riſe of Arianiſm, by the Phraſes ante 
7 empus, a awvw), neo aarav www, Or the 
e, as applied to God the Son. So * Hilary 
the Name of the generality of the Chriſtians 
f his Time, interprets it: So Alexander of 
Wexandria, in his Letter extant in Theodorit © ; 
Wc © Sardican Fathers in their Synodical Epi- 
e; and the © Cathohck Biſhops, upon the 
Ppening of the Council of Ariminum. Thus 


3 


No we arc to underftand, 60 PAVTWY T ci, 
pro hn the Conſtantinopolitan Creed. The Arians 
uhndced, equivocating upon the Words, Time, 
lend .7ges, eluded the Catholick Senſe, ſtill re- 
bun ining the Catholick Expreſſion : But the 
1s 1} Nicene Catholicks were ſincere, plain, 
m oneſt Men; and do not ſeem to have known 
Her) thing of thoſe ſubtile Diſtinctions. They 


a [d quod fine Origine eſt, præcedi a nullo poteſt, dum non 
abet Tempus. Jbid. Tempus here manifeſtly ſignifies Duration, 
n the largeſt Senſe; not Time, in the reſtrain d Senſe, as the 


my \rians afterwards underſtood it. 

"Y b Audiunt ante Tempora; putant id ipſum, ante Tempora, eſſe quod 
e eſt. Contr, Aux. p. 1266. Comp. Trin. I. 12. p. 1129. 1136. 
15 c Keel, Hiſt, I. 1. c. 4. p. 13. Oc. 

% © Apud Theod. E. H. I. 2. c. 8. p. 80, 81. 


e Hilar. Fragm. p. 1343. Ed. Bened. i 
f dee Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p.418, Hilar. 1129. Epiphan,Hzr. 7 4. p. 887. 
3 2 under - 


— - 
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underſtood thoſe Phraſes as they would be 
commonly underſtood by the People; other: 
wiſe they would not haye uſed them, without 
greater caution and reſerve. * J7/mnius long 
ago obſerved (which confirms what I have been 
mentioning ) that the Ancients never would at. 
tribute any Beginning to the Gon of God, be. 
lieving him to have been Co-erernal with the 
Father. The inquiſitive Reader may obſerve the 
uſe of thoſe Phraſes, in the places referr'd to in 
the f Margin; all of them admitting, moſt of 
them requiring, the Senſe I contend for. I men. 
tion not the Interpolator of Ignatius Epiſtles 
an Arian, probably, of the fourth Century, ot 
later. To return to Novatian : when He adds, 
Tempus illi aſſignari non poteſt : He does not 
mean only, that no particular Time of the Son' | 
\ Exiſtence is a//jgnable; but, that it was before 
all Time, as himſelf expounds it, ante Tem 
pus eſt, i. e. ſtrictly Eternal; + which agrees 
with what follows, and makes it Senſe: Sen. 
per enim in Patrèe, ne Pater non Ve to ſit 
Pater. What can be more expreſs for the 


* Socrat EH. 5c. . to; 


Ignatius ad Magneſ. c. 6. p. 22. Juſtin. Fragm. in Grab. Spic. 
Vol. 2. p. 199. Melito in Cav, H. L. Vol. 2. p. 53. Origen. in 
Pamph. Apolog. Hippolytus Fragm. Fabric. Vol. 2. p. 29. Concil. 
Antioch. Contr. Paul. Sam. Lab. Tom. i. Dionyſ. Alexandr. 
Reſp. Contr. Paul. Q. 4. Lucian. Symb. apud Socr. 1. 2. c. 10. 
Apoſt. Conſtit. J. 8. c. 5. Vid. etiam Suicer. Theſaur. in voce, Aiav, 
I Hilary's words may ſerve as Comment upon No vatian's. Quod 
ante Tempus natum eſt, Semper eſt natum. Quia id quod eſt ante 
æternum Tempus, hoc Semper eſt, Quod autem Semper ell 
natum, non admittit ne aliquando non fuerit : quia aliquando non 
fuiſſe, jam non eſt ſemper eſſe, Hilar, de Trin. p. 1127. 


Eter- 
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W Eternity of the Son, than to declare that the 
W Father was never without Him? He plainly 
W ſuppoſes it abſurd to ſay, that the Father was 
W cycr no Father, or, which comes to the ſame, 
that ever the Son was not. What follows there- 
fore, in that Chapter, of the Father, præcedit, 
and antecedat neceſſe eſt, &c. can only be un- 
gerſtood of a priority of Nature, not of Time, 
or Duration; and in This all Catholicks agreed. 
voull excuſe my dwelling fo long upon Nowva- 
tian: it was neceſſary, to clear his Senſe, and 
to obviate ſome * ſpecious Pretences, not only 
E againſt Novatian, but other Catholick Writers 
of whoſe meaning there is leſs diſpute, From 


hence may be underſtood in what Senſe all the 
Oriental Biſhops (if the Fact be true, relying 
only on the doubtful Credit of f Aris) might 
each, D ονναν TS ys 7 Otoy M. That 
e it could not be meant in Armss Senſe, is ſuf— 
＋fciently evident, from the determination of the 
5 8Q.d Nicene Fathers, which has infinitely more weight 
1. in it than his ſingle Teſtimony; and ſhews the 
jt Senſe of the whole Church, in a manner, at 
nc that Time. But cnough of this: I ſhall only 

| remark, before I part with Novatian, that He 
"ic Wi an Evidence both for the Firſt, and Second 
zei. Nativity, or Generation, of the Son. As He 
ndr. ſuppoſes the Son exiſting before the Proceſſion, 
| By (which is the voluntary Nativity He ſpeaks of ) 
uod and pre-exiſting as 4 + Son, He cannot be un- 


* Wanitby Modeſt. Diſq. pref. p. 29, 30. Proem. p. 5. Lib. p. 156 
1 Apud Theodorit. E. J. 1. c. 5. p. 21. | 
t Sive dum Verbum eſt, ſive dum Virtus eſt, five dum Sapientia 


23 derſtood 
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derſtood otherwiſe. See this more fully e.M 
plain d in Biſhop Bull. If any other Wirten 
who expreſly held an eternal Generation, any 
where ſpeak alſo of a temporal Prece/ron, or 
Nativity, the ſame may be true of Them alſo. 
I only give this hint, by the way, and paſs on, 
> Dionyſius of Alexandria, who lived about 
the ſame time with Novatian, aſſerts the ſame 
Doctrine; viz. That the Father was away; 
Father ; and never was without his Son : which 
is the ſame as to maintain eternal Generation, 
The ſame Doctrine is farther confirmed, and 
more explicitely ſet forth, in his © Epiſtle again 
Paul of Jamoſata; if it be his. 
Dionyſius, Biſhop of Rome, Contemporary 
with the other, declares that the Jon is eter: 
nal, and that there never was a time when 
the Son was not; adding in Confirmation of it, 
that He is the Word, the Wiſdom, and the 
Power of God, This, tho' it be expreſs for 


eſt, five dum Lux eſt, five dum Filius eſt; non ex ſe eſt, quia nec 
innatus eſt, That is, He is natus, conſider d under any Capacity; 
whether as , Suveus, or roPin, or Pas, or bs, whether befort 
the Proceſſion, or after. This ſeems to be the moſt probable Conſtruct 
of the Paſſage; and moſt Conſongnt to what He had ſaid befort. 
Comp. Athanaſ. Vol. r. p. 222. „ 30. 242. 
b Ov 4» 2 4e 0 Ot; cow I 1 2 2 nn & 1 04, rut den 
| &v 6 Oct, ra exarforomoare. Athan. Vol. I. p. 253. 
c Lab, Concil. Tom. 1. p. 853. 872. 864. 
d SeeMr.Thirlby's Deſence of it: Anſ. roWhiſton, part 2. p.48,0% 
e E; 5 vl lover 1106, 2 re G% ly wei 5 ly di ye ov To Wa 
zs, ws au ug Duo, % ci Aoy®-, & Sebi, & du ᷣ ht 0 X 245% 
apud Athanaſ. Decret. Syn. N. 232. Ei Teiruv 'yilovev 6 ds, bus t 
gow l rare” Is de , ae A TETWV my o O wromi M 
Tay J 1d. Ibid. This and Novatian's Teſtimony, Both of the 
ſame Age, may ſerve to illuſtrate each other. 1 
| the 
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e Eternity of the Son, yet is not full for eter- 
1 22 Generation; ; unleſs it had been ſaid, Eter- 
al, as 4 Son. He might be ſuppoſed Eternal, 
Bs the As , and his Sonſhip commence after- 
PVards. And therefore I do not put this among 
Ihe clear unexceptionable Authorities for - eter- 
Bi Generation; though hardly any reaſonable 
houbt can be made of it, ſince he ſupposd the 
Father, the Head, Root, Origin of the Aly. 


3 Methodius ſpeaks more cloſe and home to 
„ * Point. For, upon the Words of the Pal. 
%. Thou art my Son, this day have J be. 


3 2 Thee; He comments thus. © It is ob- 
ſervable that his being a Son, is here in- 
definitely expreſsd without any Limitation 
of Time. For He ſaid, Thon art, not Thom 
becamſi my Son; ſignifying that He did 
b not acquire any new Filiation, nor ſhould. 
ever have an end of his Exiſtence, but that 
3 He is always the ſame. He T goes on to 
Loet of his after Filiation, intimated in the 
6 Vords This day have I begotten Thee ; and 


2 lobſerves, that it was more properly a Mant- 
tin Feſtation of Him; conſonant to what He had 
ort. 


ſaid before, that He could not have a new Fi- 
lation. This may relate either to what I be- 
fore called his Second, or to his Third Genera- 


- 6. 

wit * TtggTngn)ror NW 27. To & oy a2) Tey tiv ote dog an S,-e, 9 
170 EX £400 * 4 Þ 1 4, a ü On, % , vi ſencs A ανν,e, WhTE ge 
m_ 6 au Toy M d 1 9celas, ure al TFeovTrastavla TAO» tqu> 
_ xt vc, 4 N var aa T au Apud Phot. Cod. 237. p. 960. 

the i ehe 109 69 T ce WG" c 1076 se, SSS O17 x, Ti vf 


Aaron, 3 d Er, ae dyvos mor ywekrm, Ibid, 
L-4 tion : 
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tion: The Words are ambiguous, and capable . 
of either Senſe. 

To Methodius 1 may ſubjoin Pamphilu, 
who, while He delivers Origen's Senſe, in H. 
Apology, does undoubtedly ſpeak his own tog 
He is very * clear and fall for the eternal Ge. 
neration, if we may rely on the Tranſlator. 

Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, f reckon 
it among the Singularities of Arius, that He 
would not own the Father to have been away: 
ſo; but pretended that God was once #0 F 
ther, and that the Asy@» was produced in 
Time. I obſerve, that theſe two Things ar 
here join'd together, as being Explanatory one 
of the other, according to the reaſoning of that 
Age, at leaſt, And if the fame reaſoning hell 
before, as may be probably inferr'd from + other 
Paſſages of the Antients, then it will follow, 
that as many as aſſerted the Eternity of the 
Ab e, or Word, which were all without 
Exception, did implicitely maintain the erer- 
nal Generation. It appears to have been 
a Maxim in the Church at this Time, that is, 
about the Year 315, Ten Years before the 


* Inter Op. Orig. Ed. Baſil. p. 877. 

} Oux det „ Oed err ne A. a "by + 0TE © Ode Terre G4 4, Gs 
a l 6 15 Oc MſO>, d E cd bro, yelover, Alexand. Ep. apud 
Socr. E. H. 1. 1 6. P. IO. Aeg, & * Ocey ei one 2 E GH 0v]ul 
eg, Aud fun © T t og det va wt . Alexand. Ep. apud 
JJ... 

IIe Charge brought Again f Dionyſius of Alexandria; and which 
He clear d Himfelf of, was This : Ox dei by 5 Orcs COTE ; &x dd 
bs 46, GAN 0 Hess bs Xaeks TS lg. aur 5 0 156 cox bs ww 
Nornbi, a A wars are Gow bu. Athan. Ep. de Sentent. Dion. p 253: 


Council 


2 
3 
& 
k 
4 p 


7 W-ntly : For He ſays plainly, that f there was 
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c muncil of Nice, that the Father was akuays 


her. The fame we have ſcen, about Sixty 


urs before, from what has been cited out of 
inſius of Alexandria, and Novatian. The 
Witimony of * Orzgen, cited by Pamphilus, 
Wh others mention'd, carry it up Forty 
Wars higher, to about the Year 210. _Jre- 

a © , above Thirty Years higher, to about 


;, within leſs than fourſcore Years of St. 
12 Tertullian, betwixt the Two laſt nam- 
ſeems to have underſtood this matter dif- 


Ke when the Son was not; meaning, 
4 Hon; and that God was not always Fa. 


1 her. And this is agrecable to his Principles, 


Who always ſpeaks of the Generation as 2 vo- 


Wntary Thing, and brought about in Time; as 
Wo (cycral . Writers. From hence a Queſ- 


on may ariſe, whether there was any Diffe- 


Face of Doctrine between thoſe Writers, or. a 
Wiftcrence in Words only. 
Fhich will deſerve a moſt ſtrict and careful In- 


This is a Point 


uiry. 
The Authors who make the Generation T ein. 
orary, and ſpeak not expreſly of any other, 


e theſe following: Fuſtin, Athenagoras, Theor 


plus, Tatian, Tertullian, and . Hippolytus. 


Non enim Deus, cum prius non \ eſſet Pater, Poſtea Pater eſſe 


Epit, exc. Pamphil. Apol. p. 877. Comp. Orig, in Joh. p. 44, 45. 
| Pater Deus eſt, & Judex Deus eſt, non tamen ideo Pater & 


Index ſemper, quia Deus ſemper. Nam nec Pater eſſe poruit ante 


hium, nec Judex ante delictum. Fuit autem Tempus cum & 


leüctum & Filius non fuit. Tertul. Contr, Hermog. © . 


Novatian 
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Novatian 1 mention not with Them, becyf 
He aſſerted Both. Let us then carefully examy 
what their Doctrine was: And that it may 
done the more diſtinctly, let us reduce it to} 
ticulars. e FE ris 
1. They aſſerted the Co-eternity of the 
5, or Word, though not conſider d precihi 
under the formality of a Son. This, I preſinfi 
Is ſo clear a point, that I need not burthen n 
Margin with Quotations for it. It ſhall ſuff 
only to refer to the * Places, if any ſhay 


th 
4] 


F 
doubt of it. It was a Maxim with Them, . F 
God was always Azyio;, never AY; thai 
never without his Ford, or Wiſdom. So lk) 
they agreed perfectly with the other Writ; 
either before, or after, or in their own TI ic 
The Antients, ſuppoſing the Relation of f 
As ſ & to the Father to. be as cloſe and intim 
as that of Thought to a Mind; and that th 
was inſinuated in the very Name, rightly o 
cluded that the Father could not be A/WW: 
or without the As, any more than an e 
nal Mind could be without eternal Thought n 
Some have pretended that the Ante- Nie 
Writers, who uſed that kind of reaſoning, mc 
only an Attribute, by the Al .; and not Win 
real Perſon. But theres no ground or col 
 * Tuſtin, Martyr, Apol. I. p. 122. Ox. Ed. Athenag. Let | 
c. 10. p. 39. Ed. Ox. Theophilus Antioch. p. 82. 129. Ed. 
Tatian. p. 20. 22. Ed. Ox. Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 209. Tertull. Cor. 


Prax. c. 5. p. 503. c. 27. Vid. Bull. D. F. p. 245. Hippo 
Contr. Noet. c. 10. p. 13. Edit. Fabric. | 
7 See Bull, D. F. p. 206. 
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dis Pretence, as ſhall be ſhewn preſently. 
al only note here, that the * later Writers, 
© undoubtcdly and confeſſedly, took the Al- 
to be a Perſon; a real, eternal Perſon; yet 
e uſe of the ſame Maxim, and the very ſame 
of rcaſoning. | 

. Thcy did not mean by the As ., or Word, 
Attribute, Power, Virtue, or Operation of 
Father; but a real, ſubſiſting Perſon: whom 
believed to have been always in and with 
Father, and diſtinct from Him, before the 
morary Generation they ſpeak of. If this be 
i proved, other Matters, as we ſhall ſec pre- 
y, will be eaſily adjuſted. 

The learned and judicious f Biſhop Bull has 
ciently ſhewn, of every Author ſingly, (ex- 
Tuſtin, whom he reckons not with Them) 
He muſt be underſtood to have belicycd 
real and diſtin Perſonality of the Son; 
forc the Temporary Proceſſion, or Generation 
ntion d. His reaſonings, upon that Head, 
e not been anſwerd, and, I am perſuaded, 
not: So that I might very well ſpare my 
f the labour of adding any Thing farther. 

t for the ſake of ſuch, as will not be at the 
ins to read or conſider what He has ſaid at 
ge; I ſhall endeavour to throw the Subſtance 
it into a ſmaller Compaſs, in the following 
Alex. Epiſt. Encyc. Ath. Op. Vol. r. p. 399. Athanaſ. Vol. 1. 

21, 424. $00. 619. Et alibi, Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 35. p 574. 
g. Nyſſ. Cat. Orat. c. 1. Cyrill. I. 4. in Joh. c. 48, Thelaur. 


gi. 23. Damaſc. l. 1. Marc. Diadoch. p. 115. 
Defenſ. F. N, Sect. 3. c. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. 


Parti- 
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Particulars : Only premiſing this, that ſinc 
theſe Authors, went, in the main, upon the (y 
Hypotheſis ; They are the beſt Commenty 
one upon another: : And whatever Explica 
we meet with, in any one, two, or thy 
may reaſonably ſtand for the Senſe of All; 
they have nothing contradictory to it. Noy 
proceed. 

1. Before the Proven, or Generation, 
which they ſpeak, they ſuppoſe the Father 
to have been alone; which it is hard to mi 
| Senſe of, if they only meant that He was y 
his own Attributes, Powers or Perfections: 
much as to ſay, He was wzſe, and great, : 
powerful by Himſelf; therefore He was ni 
lone. Alone, indeed, they own him to h 
been, with reſpe& to any Thing ad extra; 
with reſpe&t to what was in Himſelf, He 
not alone; not ſingle, but conſiſting of a Pi 
ty, having the AC, always with Him. 
28. The ſame Ac/G, or Word, was aly 
 } with Him; conversd with Him; was, a 
were, aſſiſting in Council, according to th 


2 
» 


£ wy 


v 45,0 Ly e ds, * 0 4, 0 0 Milo. Theoph. * 130. 
5 mov» ay oA 4, &TE Mm ary >, Are de, Are 34 
Art «Cz. r@® l. All which Words correſpond to the ſer 
Names of the Son or Holy Spirit; Ades, eie, Ouwvau, ft 
(rs waregs) and mean the ſame Thing. Hippolyt. p. 13. Ct 
Noet. Comp. Greg. Nazianz. Orat. 35. p. 574. 

Solus autem, quia nihil extrinſecus præter illum , cter 
ne tunc quidem Solus. Habebat enim ſecum, quam habe 
in ſemetipſo, Rationem ſuam ſcilicet. Tertull. Com, Prax.c 
P. 503. 
| Tub ew To 78, 21% ui Fuvdpews, wy vg % 0 Ares, % h 


Write 
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;rers; and therefore, certainly, a diſtin& Per- 
It would be yery improper to ſay that God 
, or with one of his Attributes, or con- 
with it: All ſuch Expreſſions muſt denote 
Wiſtinct Perſonality. Ton 
The ſame individual Ac ſ , who after 
W Proceſſion, was undoubtedly a Perſon, is 
Woſcd to have cxiſted before. Novatian 
W:prcſs. © He who was in the Father, pro- 
Wccded from the Father. It is the ſame indi- 
al AC, according to © Theophilus, who is 
rang, always, both before and after his 
Wccllion, with the Father; and therefore, if 
W was a real Perſon after, which is not di- 
ed, He muſt have been ſo before. That 
ry A , or Word, which had been from 
Eternity e S, & xagdia Oes, becomes 
rwards @eoPoggrcs. If therefore he was ever 


Ws i. Tatian. c. 7. pag. 20. O ad ovuraray wird, 
oph. p. 82. Toy avze Alararry ovliaedtror ov xagd ia Org. Id. 
9. A little after, T&Toy d ovubsnoy, faury v5 X Pegrnouw 
— AY aury Alger ar v aui Idem. P. 129. 
neceſſaria eſt Deo materia ad opera mundi, ut Hermogenes 
Imavit; Habuit Deus materiam longe digniorem — So- 
m ſuam ſcilicet, — Sophia autem Spiritus: Hæc Illi Conſi- 
us fuit. Tert. Contr. Hermog, bs 
Oro; bs % Ag xf. Y 5 dexm Moyes Swan megunrpayp, Tat. 
1 i 
Qui in Patre fuit, proceſſit ex Patre, p. 31. Zeno Veronen- 
of the following Century, expreſſes it thus: procedit in Nati- 
em, qui erat antequam naſceretur, in Patre. Which 1 add 
Illuſeration. | | | | 
Fg 120, | 
Tsrey T Aoſoy t9gfuvnee megPogrey, Theoph. p. 129. O, on S- 
/ „0, 097, x6) 75 xi ed x, T 10109 N ewe HOYW 1 6e e 00ge0y 
X. Hippol. C. IO. p. 13. Nag, 96 eg o X07 Mw bei xyv /e 
$ Ocw, c. LL, p. 14. Compare Theoph. p. 129. before cited. 
6 a Per- 
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a Perſon, He muſt have been fo always. il 
again: The As/G» that ſpake to the Prophy 
and who was undoubtedly a Perſon, is t 
very fame individual As , which was aly 
with the Father; o za TUUT ALLY α,u. 7. erti 
han, who diſtinguiſhes between Ratio, ui 
 Sermo; and aſſerts the former to be Erern 
and the latter to be a Perſon; yet b conne 
Both in one; and makes Them, in Subſtang 
the very ſame; the ſelfſame Perſon Both: 
ly ſuppoſed under different Capacities and d 
| ferent Names, before, and after the Proceſſi 
It was one and the ſame Fypoſtaſis ; ous 
Ratio (according to this Writer) and as ſud 
Eternal; afterwards Sermo, and as ſuch, a f 
The ſeeming difference between the antient | 
thers upon this Point is eaſily reconciled , (x 
a very worthy and learned Prelate of ou 
Church. © One faith, God was not Sermon 
« lis a principio, or his Word did not exiſt til 
_ < the Creation; others ſay, Chriſt is As . 1 
S., the Eternal Word, of the Father. The 
« may all be underſtood, in a found Senſe 
with the Help of this Diſtinction. The n 
* as He is inward Speech formed from the H 
« ternal Mind, was for ever with God: But 

* Theoph. p. 81, 82. | 

d In uſu eſt noſtrorum — Sermonem dicere in primordio api 
Deum fuiſſe, cum magis Rationem competat antiquiorem habe!) 
quia non Sermonalis a principio, ſed Rationalis Deus etiam ant 
principium, & quia ipſe quoque Sermo Ratione confiſtens, pie 
rem eam ut Suùſtantiam ſuam oſtendat. Contr. Prax. c. 5. Con) 


Origen. in Joh. p. 43, 44. c Ses Bull, Sect, 3. c. 10. 
« Biſhop of Lichfield and Coventry, Serm. p. 13, 14. Gol 
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WGod's Agent to diſplay and ſound forth the 
iſdom of God in external Works, as ſuch, 
He exiſted not till the Creation the Cre- 
ation being, as it were, a verbal Explication 
of what Reaſon had firſt ſilently thought, diſ- 
poſed, and reſolved within it ſelf. 29 
4. If there ſtill remains any doubt of this 
ter, there is a farther Argument to be urg d. 
ich may be juſtly look d upon as clear, full, 
d deciſive in the Caſe. Had theſe Fathers 
lieved that the Al, or Word, was an At. 
bute only, or Power, &c. before the Pro- 
on, or Generation, which they ſpeak of; 
en it would follow, that the Son began firſt 
be, and was properly a Creature, i on ov- 
, in their Opinion; and that Proceſſion was 
t another Word for being created. But theſe 
riters do expreſly guard againſt any ſuch No- 
dn. * Novatian very clearly diſtinguiſhes be- 
een Proceſſion and Creation. Athenagoras, 
ſtill more expreſs to the ſame purpoſe; f de- 
aring that the Son was not then made, but had 
iſted in the Father, as the Ab-, or Word, 
om all Eternity. | 

Juſtin Martyr is the firſt, and the moſt con- 
derable of thoſe Writers; and therefore it will 
proper to examine his Sentiments with a 
ore particular care and exactneſs. I have ſe- 


|*Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo dicit. Ego ex 
ro prodii, Joh. 16. — cum conſtat, Hominem a Deo Fattum 
e, non ex Deo Proceſſiſſe? c. 23. 5 
or ws Mes; tt Agx Þ 9 Ords 155 dies wy, Axe dne 
lan T A aidiws A, ally c. 10, p. 39. 

lected 
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lected the moſt material Paſſages I could 
which may help to give us a juſt Idea of 


Doctrine; 


and have placed Them in diſt 
Columns, in the * Margin. 


It would ſigni 


little to tranſlate Them; becauſe the Argumen | 
ariſing from them are proper only to Scho 
I have diſtinguiſh'd the ſeveral Citations by | 
gures, for the more convenient referring to Then 

1. 1 obſerve, firſt, (Sze N. 1, 2.) that He jou 


4h S with had. and 440 3 Oppo, 


* *.'0 4 * Moden, 5 ov, *On * 
0 J Haar, To 65. Ex& reg) 3 T 
| cinch av Ted a 57 Oec⸗ . 
wow Pauve * au 9; ag £50 beg 9 
ci el wy Niceus 5 1 £ *-- 
600 W . 45 Ai aide, 
eivan At oy 286 3 ) Aonboß # 5 c- 
Haig lu s u 25 AN- 


. Parzn. p. 99, gt; Ox. 


2. Oc vag £5 i T Oed 
7 gc. Tore, rab rα O ALL 

Exe, 5. oic TE gi lde 

PP) Evan ETI. fibres mY cles x 2 

AObag bos Oebs, *) 
46. Dial. p. 21. Jeb. 

3. Ey Ps Ono, eil 0 45. 


af dias t Non E2TLY νο%ννε%⁰ © OV 


7076 1 gow. Parzn. P · 87. 


4. Ovoxcce TW arr. mare, 
| Demon, orie 0 ovTl, Fx SU. W 5 4D 
c= x) ETAL, Tegralogein),rgco- 

Cureggy *x4 7 S. chen 9 To ve. 
T3 Ilene, © ©cos, 2 Kris as, % 
Kveaos, 2 Ati xX U 
1 Ly eu e * T £0- 
Y av v egegοαt Apol. 2. P. 13. 
Gee 75 4. 0 Tiles be, 7 eh 
Tg xt, Are e 23 rel. 
Sei wnby dei. 415 * Kcyoes Nag 
2 Pareæn. p. 87. 


> Als TgTo Oe 


| 


5 IS 7e & 87 ehe! | 
T ee) f n F F 9AWV AEAG Anu | 


Morea, 18 a,“ o; c 10 


E 1 Oe, 95 2 4 / A 25 
Sog uin, Ot o Ga 


9 A 28 ve ue 
9 0 auTs 78 Ness, UI 


. r zr T yo 5 


95 % Ao og * 
av Oed, 9 Oeds CN 
pot I. p. 122, 123. 


Compare the Citations bij 
given in. p. 37. 


6. O: 5 406 EVE, 6 Nb 
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Yo 2.48pe; LU @AWs 9%, 0 Ab fog 7 
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them to Obag rs, WO Oe, dug „ and 
DRU οο : Here therefore, * A , is not 
conſider d as the perſonal Character of the Fa- 
ther, and as ſignifying unbegotten; but as it be- 
longs to the 7 ge, and denotes eternal, un- 
created, immutable Exiſtence. Either Vuſtin muſt 
have believed that aym/@-, in this latter Senſe, 
lis applicable to the Son; or clic He mult have 
ſuppoſed Him, not only Mu e, but Jvcwp©», 
eee nete, and ©9129 allo, which muſt appear 
Whichly abſurd to any one who has ever conſider'd 
VIiſtins Writings. . . 
2. I obſerve (Oe N. 2.) that God's being - 
1G» and & bg O is ſuppoſed, as it were, the 
very Ground and Foundation of his being God; 
on account of which He is Os; and without 


which, conſequently, He could not be Oz. If 
therefore the As/G> be not, in this Senſe, e 
and 4 bg O., He is not Oz, according to 7uſ- 
tm Martyr : And yet no Man is more expreſs 
than Zuſtin, every where, in making the Son 
Oele, and inſiſting very much upon it. 

3. Tuſtin makes 6 d to anſwer to the Pla- 


'I need but hint that the words & porules and 4 Une, with dou- 
ble or ſingle , have been uſed very promiſcuouſiy in Authors; and 
ardly came to be accurately diſtinguiſh d, till the Arian Controverſy 
Pave occaſion for it. See Suicer's Theſaurus, upon the Eccleſiaſti- 
tal uſe of theſe Words ; and Cudworth for profane Writers, p. 253. 
54. and Montfaucon admon. in Athan. Decret. Syn. N. p. 207. 
The Son is properly ago nec, as well as the Father; ſo Ignatius: 
0 Irenzeus; ſo Origen expreſly files Him; and Athenagoras's & | 
„hes, is to the ſame effect. The ſimilitude of the Word and 
Sound was, very probably, the chief Reaſon why the Title of 4 -- 
' was not oftner applied to the Son; which Omiſſion however is 
compenſated by other equivalent Expreſſions. 


toniſts 
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toniſts * . (See N. 1.) And either of them 
equivalent to det , and that to Wecu un tua, 
uncreated, immutable, neceſſarily-exiſting. No 
compare N. 5. and two more Citations given 
above, pag. 37. and from thence it Is manifeſt 
that 7uſtin makes the Az/@- to be s @v, in his 
own proper Perſon. And He gives the reaſon 
here why, or on what Account, He might juſtly 
ſtile himſelf Oses (and the ſame muſt hold for 
oy) it is becauſe He 1 Oe, as God's Son; 
a ονναπν @v T& Oes, 5 Ot d ο⏑̃ X. 

4. Juſtin Martyr, having taken notice tha 
the Father had properly no Name, (See N. 4. 6, 
as having nothing antecedent or pre-exiſten; 
does, immediately after, repeat the Obſeryation 
of having no Name, and applics it to the Son; 
obſerving that neither he , properly, has an 
Name, but only ſome Titles or Appellations 
given Him, from what he did in Time; pati. 
cularly from His coming forth to create and put 
into beautiful Order the whole Syſtem of Thing 
This ſeems to inſinuate his Co-eternity with the 
Father; and the more fo, becauſe 7uſt;n ob 
ſerves, at the ſame time, that He is emphatt 
cally Son of the Father, (% piv@©» Aclo wp©- H 
zog,) and Co-exiſtent Teas with his Father, 
before the World; tho begotten or ſent forth, in 
time, to create the Univerſe. Theſe Conſiders 
tions convince me that / uſtin, as well as Ache 


| * Compare Dial, p. 364. 183. 371. 184 Ed. Jebb. Laddfor alis 
tion theſe Word; of Cyril. "Ore? ay ef agjonts x apbagcrs vir 
| 720. 7470 T411@s 60a8W, = af. Cyril, Aa. Theſaur. p. 34 


nag of 2 
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rag, taught the ſtrict Co-eternity of the Son; 
ich is equally true of all the other Writers. 

heſides this, the ſeveral * Similitudes, which 
ſe Authors uſed, to illuſtrate the Nature of 
t Proceſſion; ſuch as the Sun and its Rays, 
Fountain and its Streams, the Root and 


+ MO” OR. 


18 Branches, one Fire lighting another, and 
like; manifeſtly ſhew, that They never 
md of the Son's being created. Then, 


care they took leſt any one ſhould imagine 
Fre was any Diviſion of the Father's Sub- 
Ince 5 and their inculcating that He was 


atus, non ſeparatus ; brought forth, but 
; Wt /*parated from the Father, demonſtrate 
1 eir meaning to be, that here was no Pro- 
aioon of a new Subſtance, but an Emana- 
„ Manifeſtation, or Proceſſion. of what 


as before. Farther, their declaring that, tho 
proceeded from the Father, He was till in 


matter beyond all reaſonable Scruple. In 


bord; as they all held the Conſubſtantiality 
. the Son with the Father, which is as clear 
the Light, in their Writings; they muſt have 
5 Juſtin. M. Dial. p. 183. 373. Jebb. Athenagoras p. 40. 96. 


. Ed. Tatian. c. 8. p. 21, 22. Ox. Ed. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. 
Iv, Prax. c. 8. Hippolytus Contr. Noet. c. 11. p. 13. Contr. 
„4 Fabric. Vol. 24. | | | 
N.B. Athenagoras' words are, in ſtriftneſs, meant of the Holy 
olt only, in Both places. But the reaſon being the ſame for one 
| the other, they are equally applicable to Either; and it 1s thus 
"1 would be underſtood, wherever I apply either of the Paſſages 
the Son. + Vid. Bull D. F. N. p. 198. 

5 M 2 | 


Father, (taken together with the f Maxim, 
at nothing is in God but what is God) ſets 


been 
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all Eternity. 


ſtantine afterwards expreſſes the ſame Thouy 


Was begotten, or rather : proceeded forth, | 


have been in alluſion to his Names of Ai 
-.. and Dia, and OW. In reſpect of the laſt ( 
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been the moſt inconſiſtent Men in the Woll 
had they thought that the Proceſſion or Genn 
tion of the Son, was a Creation, or new Prodi 
tion of him; or had they not firmly believed 
He cxiſted, the vg and ſubſtantial Word, ft 


Juſein Martyr ſeems to have ſpoke the Se 
of all, in ſaying, That the As/@» co-cxiſted yi 
c the Father before the Creatures; and was the 


F 
« begotten, when the Father at firſt created ail. 
put into beautiful Order the Frame of Th 


See the Paſſage above # The Emperor 0 


ſomething more fully and diſtinctly, th 
«+ The Son, who was always in the * 


« the orderly and ornamental Methodizing 
« the Creation. I chuſe to follow the Seal 
rather than the ſtri& Letter. Whether thd 


Writers went upon any ſolid Reaſons, in aſſigi 


ſuch or ſuch parts, in the Work of Creation, | 
Father, Son, or Holy Ghoſt, is not very materi. 
It is manifeſt, they ſuppoſed the whole Tri. 
to be concern'd in it; and to Create, as it He 
in concert. Their aſcribing the orderly adv» 
ment and beautifying part to the Son, ſeems? 


them, Hippolytus ſuppoſes the Generation 


* P. 152. N. 6. | "Eoforitn, 4D 1 7 ales a 
* dy ro rt CN TO 0 el G 5 T T uo QuTg yer 10 wv A 


ru. Apud Gelaſ. Act. Syn. Nic. part. 3. P. 58. 
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poſterior to the Creation, upon God's ſaying, 
there be Light. Then did the Son pro- 
4 Oas cr Oris. * Tertullian ſeems to have 
A the ſame Thought; and, perhaps, f Origen. 
henagoras likewiſe ſuppoſes the Proceſlion to 
after the Creating of the unformed Maſs of 
ings. And yet nothing is plainer than that 
l theſe Writers believed the prior Exiſtence 
the Son; and that Things were at firſt created 
Him, as well as afterwards adorned and regu- 
ed. In ſhort, whatever the Father is ſuppoſed 
have done, was by His Son and Holy Spirit; 
refore frequently ſtiled Manus Patris: But 
Aubeyria, the Deſigning part, was thought 
Wolt properly to be reſerved to the Father, as the 
Perſon. Theſe arc Things not to be too 
riouſly inquired into, or too rigorouſly inter- 
cted; but to be underſtood Seomrprnr us, In the 
hole, they have a very good meaning; and 
ere founded in the Belief of a Co-eſſential and 
eternal Trinity. 5 
From what hath been ſaid, I preſume, it is 
ident that there was no difference at all, in 
e main of the Doctrine, between Theſe, and 
e other Catholick Writers; but a different 


Contr. Prax. c. 7. 12. _ Vid. Huet. Origenian. p 41 · 
4 to Athenagoras, vid. ſupra. Tertullian ſays: Deum im- 
tabilem & infor mabilem credi neceſſe eſt, ut æternum; quod- 
Inque transfiguratur in aliud, deſinit eſſe quod fuerat, & inci- 
t eſſe quod non erat. Deus autem neque definit ciſe, neque 
ud poteſt eſſe; Sermo autem Deus, Sc. Contr. Prax. c. 27. 
ppolytus hath theſe words. Hare Cunaidios, adv. Jud. p. 4. 
5 jmu, Contr. Noet. p. 16. 4 99 , ov dE F:owpere, ad 
i (uwvrdexu N 9 99 ar cy dg e , 2 £2928, Y TO 23THS 
«1420235. Fabric. Vol. 2. Pp. 29. Origen we have ſeen before. 
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manner only, of expreſſing the ſame Thinsli rue 
The Queſtion was not, whether the H ypoſtai 


or Perſon, of the Son was from all Eternii ““ 
co-cyal with the Father, and conſubſtantial wit 


Was there any difference about the Proceſſim 


for the * latter Writers acknowledged it as wel 


ſtion was, whether, the Son's eternal Coy 
iſtence, (I ſhould rather ſay, the co-cternal H 
iſtence of the AC g.) ſhould be deem'd Sonſhy 


ſion might not more properly be fo tile 
Tertullian (and perhaps Others) was of On 
"the Word: who had been, as it were, quzeſcen 
and wnoperating from all Eternity, till H 


polytns carried this Notion ſo far, as to think 


Him; in That, they all perfectly agreed. Ny 


as Thoſe before them; and made it Tempora 


* 


and Voluntary, as Thoſe did. But the Ou 


and Filiation or no; or whether the Proc 


nion that this latter was + perfecta Nativitu 
Sermonis; The perfect Nativity, or Birth « 


came forth to Create the World: And + Hy 


the Filiation not compleated, till He had mw 
thro' the laſt fort of Sonſhip, in becoming Man. 
All this is true, in ſome Senſe, and when right 
ly explain d. But other Fathers thinking th 
way of ſpcaking liable to Abuſe and Miſ-cot- 
Vid. Bull. Def. F. N. Sect. 3. c. 9. 
7 Contr, Prix. c. 7. | 1 
+ Contr. Noet. c. 1 5. p. 17. Obr. 4 dc α g 2 4. tawm 
Avy05 YA? N %, xu õ t ThAH0G A ov AY It is u. 
markable, that He makes the Son perfettly worofurs, tho not pe, 
Jectly yos, before the Incarnation. Others might perhaps reaſon, i 
bite manner, with regard to the wggiavoi; thinking Him to haut 
been At Voß, or kovoyrns, before it, but not 16. 
8 ſtruction; 
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Wruction; and conſidering, probably, that the 
BG, or Word, might properly be called 


„ Pon, in reſpect of that eternal Exiſtence which 
| e eher enjoyed in, and from the Father as 
5 Ine Hcad, Root, Fountain, and Cauſe of All; 


hey choſe to give That the Name of Genera- 
jon: and to call the other Two, * Condeſcen- 
ons, Manifeſtations, Proceeding forth, or 


4 ; OTE 

L Whe like. So we have ſeen it in Methodius, 
- Whcforc cited for the eternal Generation: And 
0 5 

. very probably, had the notion from © 7. 
1 Martyr; who, in like manner, interprets 
; eneration, in the ſecondary Senſe, by Mani- 


eftation. And even © Hippolytus, as before 
obſerved, explains the Proceſſion, or Genera- 
tion of the Son, a little after the Creation, by 
anifeſtation of Him. 


* Omnis Origo parens eſt; omne quod ex Origine profertur, 


W progenies eſt. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 8. See Novat. above, p. 141. 
1 Teve fe gy X 6 MN T evym. Euſ. Eccl. Th. I. r. c. 12. p. 73. 


To x u g v Yyog £510 nfive, ü & 2 £51. Athan. Orat. 4. p. 62 8. 
d It is obſervable that Juſtin Martyr applies the word πσ , 


. e latter of them, as well as to the former. Dial. 228. Jebb. 
I. And, in like manner, Clement of Alexandria uſes zrggeaay of 
b Both, p. 654. and Hippolytus, of the latter. Contr. Noet. c. 17. 


© On the words, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 


Tos, ES 1 Vue UTE EMEANE ive. Dial. p. 270. Ed. Jebb. 
4 Te. 10 E ew Ta PATH ere 02440) Lig x, TY 5 Vio ppc 
X07 Mey b 9%), S Toi. C. IO. P. 13. A little before He had 
ſaid, Tay 5 Y 110 pu wy #ex19y ov 2 ovubyne x) k 40% Aoggon, 
oy Ae £,@v Cy tau £0 0gpTLY TE ov]os, x]iCo php X0THWs 0970 
Toa, er. @wvny Oo du, 25 Das c Sa Morõv. 
The words of Leno Veronenſis may be added, as a good Com- 
neut upon the former, Cujus (Patras) ex Ore, ut rerum natura, 
quæ non erat, fingeretur, prodivit Unigenitus Filius, Cordis ejus 
Nobilis Inquilinus: exinde viſibilis efſeftus, quia Humanum ge- 
nus viſitaturus erat, Cc. 


Thee: He comments thus. Tore Mei, c 7d At wy vie erg Avbew- | 
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now explain'd. However, the Arians might 


indeed were they ignorant of it; but f they 


EY 


After Arms aroſe; the Catholicks found i 
highly neceſſary to inſiſt much on the tend 
Generation. For, the Arians, taking advan 
tage of it, that the Temporary CondeſFenſunWibcc 


of the Son, to create the World, had been her 


often called his Generation, were for looking no di 


higher; but artfully inſinuated that this was the e 
firſt produt7ion of Him; and that it was abſurd 
to talk of the Son's exiſting before He was be. 
_ gotten : in oppoſition to which pretence , ve. 
find the Nicene Fathers anathematizing ſuch 


as ſhould ſay, that the * Son exiſted not be 
fore He was BEGOTTEN 3 meaning in the Senſe 


have known that the eternal Exiſtence of the 
As O. was univerſally Taught z and even by 
thoſe who aſſerted a Temporal Generation. Not 


contrived, for a Salvo, to maintain, that the 
Ab S., or Word, which was held to be Eter- 
nal, was not the ſame with the ACO, or 
Mord begotten; the former being only the 
Father's own proper Word, and no ſubſtantial 
Thing: the latter, a created Subſtance, direct. 
ly contrary to all Antiquity which has no- 
thing to countenance any ſuch Notion of a tu 
fold All.. Upon this, it became neceſſary to 
explain in what Senſe any Temporal Genera 
tion had been aſſerted; and to keep up the 
truc Catholick Dodrine: „ Which had obtain d 


y 3 E. Doré 975 q 3, Pa ev nv. c 3. 


1 Def. F. p. 198. Athan. Ora. 2. p. 507. 
from 
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the Beginning; namely, of the Eternal 
WG diſtin from the Father; Son of the 
er, as partaking of the ſame divine Sub- 
ice from all Eternity; * going out from the 
Iher to create the World; and laſtly conde- 
nding to become Man: Son, in all theſe re- 


0 

eas, but primarily and chiefly in reſpect of 

fit. From the whole, we may remark, 

an explicite Profeſſion of eternal Gene- 

on might have been diſpensd with; pro- 
ed only that the eternal Exiſtence of the 
e, as a real ſubhſiſting Perſon, in, and of f 

+ W& Father, (which comes to the ſame Thing) 


ht be ſecured. This was the Point; and this 

s all, In this, all ſound Catholicks agreed; 
d to diſpute it, was accounted Hereſj, and 
aſphemy. If any one, diſliking the Name, 


an eternal Son, (meaning thereby a di- 
t Perſon, and conſubſtantial with God, 
ole Word He is) and refers the Generation 
his firſt and ſecond Manifeſtation, at the 
eatron and Incarnation ; there ſeems to be 
d farther harm in it, than what lies in the 
ords, and their liableneſs to be miſconſtrucd, 


Er > / \ \ / \ \ / 
e 44 01%, CHTER An2wKEva To 77 6%[eixes EN Ae, T1935 Thy i 


wy, Labb. Conc. Tom. t. p. 845. T:xv0) urs Yi, 0 x Ae 
FE" vas bi r Sevi) e e EMT 000, n Ae ſel Ans ol 


* de rwiigys ). Cle m. Alex. Quis div. p. 955. Ox. 
i Vid. Athan. Vol. f. p. 222. 619. 628. 


Or 


the Phraſe of eternal Generation, thinks 
better to aſſert an efernal Word, inſtead 


as, M everoryigs S e, 9 A 5 Ta Ot o 8; Th dN S 
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or to give Offence. Here therefore every \ 
is left to his own Diſcretion and Prudence: ( 
ly the ſafer way ſcems to be, to follow 
moſt general and moſt approved manner of | 
_ preſſion, together with the ancient Faith; bein 
in all probability, the ſureſt means to preſer 
Both. I deſignedly ſaid, firſt and laſt, not fir. 
laſt, For, ſuch as interpret the Generation, 


W 
the /a/? only, ſtand, I think, * clearly conden Men 
ed by Scripture; many places whereof can nent 

fairly be accounted for by the miraculous Mm. 


ception ſolely : Beſides that from Barnabas, au 
Clemens Romanus, down to the Council of Ni 
all the Chriſtian Writers ſpeak unanimouſly of 
higher, antecedent Sonſh/p; and, generally, cn 
found Mor ſbip upon it. 
I ſhall juſt obſerve to you, in the cloſe 
this Article, that, from what hath been ſaid, yd 
may know what Judgment to make of an! 
ſertion of f Dr. Clarke's, viz. That the learn 
of the moſt Orthodox Fathers, who aſſert 
the Eternal Generation of the Son, did 1! 
nevertheleſs aſſert it to be an Act of the I 
ther's eternal Power and Will. By which ti 
Doctor ſeems to inſinuate, that the good Fathc 

* Sanein iſta ex Maria Virgine nativitate Suprema & Singulit 
de xi atque excellentia Filiationis Domini noftri adeo non Cl 
ſiſtit, ut ea ipſa Nativitas ad ejus ſtupendam S ονπνααντνονανννν ON! 
no referends fit. Hoc nos ſatis apertè docent, fi modo 
Spiritu Sancto edoceri velimus, multis in locis, S. liter 


[ta ſemper credidit inde ab ipfis Apoſtolis Cathole 


Chriſt Eccleſia. Bull. J. p. 39, See alſo. Dr. Fiddes Vol. 1.b. 
Ch. 2 


4 Script, Doctr. p. 2$0, alias 247. 


dl 
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Wd not underſtand Eternal in the ſtrict Senſe. 
the learned Doctor can ſhew, that Thoſe, who 
aintain'd only the Voluntary and Temporary 
oceſſion of the Son, believed that the Aal. 
Is eternally pre- exiſting in the Father, by an 
# of his Will; or that Thoſe who expreſly 
[erted an terial Generation, believed alſo that 
was an Arbitrary Thing, and might have 
en otherwiſe, (which I ſuppoſe is the Doctor's 
nſe of an Act of the Mill) then He will do 
mething. But, as none of his Authoritics prove 
y thing like it; it would have been a prudent 
art, at leaſt, not to have produced Them to ſo 
tle purpoſe. But enough of this Matter : I 
bre, J hope, ſufficiently explain'd my Self upon 
lis Head; and have therefore the more reaſon 
d expect a diſtinff Anſwer from You, when- 


er you think proper to re- conſider this Subject. 
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QUERY N. 5 5 


Whether the divine Attributes, Onmiſciens 
 Ubiquity, &c. Thoſe individual Attributa 
can be communicated without the divine E 


ſence, from which they are inſeparable ? 


HE intent of this Query was to prevent 
I Equivocations; and to make the Neu 
clearer. You agree with me that the 7ndvidud 
divine Attributes cannot be communicated wit. 
out the 7ndividual Nature in which they ſubſit.WK 
You add, that Dr. Clarke, in the 230th page i 
his Replies, hath plainly ſhewn, that individul 
Attributes, divine or not divine, cannot poſſi 
be communicated at all. Well then; we knoy 
what the Doctor means by all divine Power, 
in his Scripture Doctrine, (p. 298.) which is on 
point gain d: For when words are ſtripp'd d 
their Ambiguity, we may be the better able to 
deal with them. As to the Doctor's Aphoriin 
laid down (p. 230.) I may have leave to doult 
of it; notwithſtanding that it is ſet forth to uz 
with the utmoſt Aſſurance. It is not unuſual wilt 
the Doctor to lay down Maxims, in relation 
to this Controverſy, which Himſelf would not 
allow, at another Time, or in another Subject. 
For Inſtance; * neceſſary Agents are no Cailſes, 
* Whatever proceeds from any Being, otherwiſe than by the Wil 
of that Being, doth net in Truth proceed from that Being; 04 
from ſome other Cauſe or Neceſſity exrrinfick and Ray 
thi 
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Nat is, they do not ſo properly Act, as are 
Ned upon. This is very true of all finite ne- 
W-ary Agents; for, all their neceſſary, or na- 
7 Acts, proceed not ſo properly from Them, 
from God the Author of their Natures. But 
Wocs it therefore follow that, if God acts by a 
Neceſſity of Nature, in ſome Inſtances, He 
W therein aZ7ed upon likewiſe ? Or that all the 
Nas of the divine Nature are Voluntary, and 
Ve; none natural and neceſſary ? This 
Would not be ſaid by one who, elſewhere, 
Peaks ſo much of God's being infinitely w/e, 
Ind infinitely ez , infinitely happy, &c. by 
mn abſolute Neceſſity of Nature; unleſs He 
ould be certain that knowing , loving, con- 
emplating , and enjoying Himſelf, do not im- 
iy perpetual Acting; or that an infinitely 
Active Being can ever ceaſe to Act. I ſhall 
Not ſcruple to aſſert, that by the ſame ab/o/ute 
neceſſity of Nature that the Father exiſts, He 
xiſts as a Father; and Co-exiſts with his Co- 
ſential Son procceding from Him. If you ſay, 
this ſuppoſes the Son Self-exiſtent, or Umorigi- 
nate; I deſire it may not be ſaid only, but 
roved. * In the Interim, I take leave to 
ſuppoſe that Unbegotten, and Begotten, Un- 
originate, and Proceeding , are different Ideas. 


that Being, Neceſſary Agents are no Cauſes, but always Inſtru- 


ments only in the hand of ſome other Power. Reply, pag. 227. 
Compare p. 113. 8 


8 Our 0vs %%, Are de 40% %%% . 65 £54 e if 
UT (49 ⁰οοα es Y 62 £51y 0 % un EX av ) 9 eas £51 18, * 4 E 
& rares Y Cyril, Catech. 10. p. 141, Ox. 


Again 
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Again (p. 228.) * He finds fault with the A 
thor of ſome Conſiderations, for ſuppoſing tu 
the Son is ſomething more than a mere Nani 
and yet not a real diſtinft Being: And upalf 
this lays down another Aphoriſm; that the dic 
is no Medium between 4 Being, and not 
Being: which indeed is a very true one, He 
Being, and Being, are taken in the ſame Senſe 
but not otherwiſe. For let me mention alm 7e 
a parallel Caſe. Upon the Doctors Hypotheſi er 
that God's Subſtance is extended every where; 
and that the fame is the Subſ/fratum of Spare; 
we may imagine two SJubſtrata, one pervading 
the Sun, and the other the Moon, which ar: 
both diſtin, and diſtant. Will you pleaſe to 
tell us, whether theſe two arc real Aſtinct be 
zngs, or no? If They are, you may leaye it 
to others to prove them intelligent Beings, tha 
is, Perſons: And, perhaps, the very next con- 
ſequence will make them two Gods, upon the 
Doctor's own Principles: If they are not red 
diſtin? Beings; then here is ſomething admit 
ted between a Being, and not a Being; con. 
trary to the Doctor's Maxim: unleſs he makes 
them Nothing; and ſuppoſes two Spaces, with 
out any Subſtratumat all; two Extenſions, with: 
out any thing extended. I 

But let us conſider, whether ſomething may 
not be thought on, to help both the learned 

* To avoid this Conſequence, He is forced to ſuppoſe (p. 29.) that 
the Son is ſomethings more than a mere Name, and yet not à teil 


diſtin Being; that is 10 ſay, that He is ſomething between a Be- 
ing, and not a Being. Ct, Reply, p. 228. | 
Docdot 
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Wor and Us out of theſe Difficulties. The 
th of this Matter, ſo far as I apprehend, is, 
Being may ſignify, either, ſimply, what 
%%; or what cxiſts Separately. This Di- 
ion ſcems to be juſt, and neceſſary; and 
as youll the more readily come into, ha- 
occaſion for it, as well as we. I hope, none 
ſo weak, as to deny the Perſons to exiſt 
reality. The very School-Men Themſelves 
er ſcruple to call Them Tres Res, Tres 
Des, or the like, in that Senſe; tho, at the 
Wc time, in the other Senſe of Being, They 
all but one Being, una ſumma res, and una 
numero; which comes much to the ſame 
Ich Tertullians una (indiviſa) Subſtantia in 
jbus cohærentibus; (only ſetting aſide his par- 
lar manner of Explication) and is the Senſe of 
Antiquity. Upon the Foot of this Diſtinction, 
u may readily apprehend thoſe Words of 
regory Nazianzen, ſpoken of the three Per- 
ns. Z. dg % Z cle“, Owra 2 Oads, labs 2 ala- 
„ deus 3% de- Oecy e, av Her prove, 
5 we, ©» rd axweca *. By the ſame Di- 
nction, you may, probably, underſtand a 
ry noted Creed; which ſeems to have coſt 
je learned Doctor ſome Pains in explain- 
g. To return to our Inftance of the Two 
wſtrata, I ſuppoſe the Doctor, or your ſelf, 
ll be content to allow, that This is Subſtance, 
nd That Subſtance; and yet not Subſtances, 
put one Subſtance. In like manner alſo, This 
? Orat, 13. p. 211, Parif, Ed. TE 

* 
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is Being, and That Being; and yet not u 
Beings, but one Being: This Eternal, and T G 
Eternal; and yet not Two Eternals, but (Win 
Eternal; I might go on almoſt the length of Her 
Athanaſian Creed. This muſt be your mauer 
of ſpeaking, if you come to Particulars; Med 
that becauſe the Subſtrata are ſuppoſed to Her. 
no ſeparate Exiſtence independent on each o 
but to be united by ſome common Li game 
which perhaps you'll call perſonal Attribu 
And why then ſhould you be ſevere upon | 
for uſing the like Language, and upon bet 
Reaſons? We believe the Three Perſons to hi 
no ſeparate Exiſtence independent on each oth: 
we ſuppoſe Them more united, in ſome reſpeit 
than the Strata are ſupposd in your Schene 
becauſe cqually preſent every where: Wen 
mit ſome common Ties or Bands of Un 
which we call e/entzal Attributes and Perfei 
ons. Either therefore allow us Our way 
ſpeaking, which we think decent and prope 
ſuitable to the Idea we have, and to the G 
cumſtances of the Caſe ; founded in the ve! 
Nature and Reaſon of Things: Or elſe, find ot 
a better for your Own; that we may, at lengil 
learn from you how we ought to ſpeak in tl 
Matter. 5 
You will ſay, it may be, that the Inſtand 
I have choſen, is not exactly parallel in cv 
Circumſtance. No; God forbid it ſhould. - . 
it agrees ſo far as is ſufficient for my pu 
poſe, There is this manifeſt difference, tha 
. yl 


— Py — * 
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Wu ſuppoſe the ſeveral Subſtrata fo many parts 
W God; tho eycry one of Them infinitely Wiſe, 
fnitcly Good, infinitely Powerful, infinitely 
ery Thing, but extended. We, more con- 
ently, ſuppoſe three Perſons equal, in all re- 
Peas; none of them ſingly part of God; but 
Wcry one perfect Gd. ” 
A (ccond Difference is, that you ſuppoſe all 
Wc „ite Parts, making one Infinite, to be one 
ing, one God, and one Perſon; by Conti- 
t, 1 preſume, and a perſonal Union of the 
Parts. We ſuppoſe Three Perſons to be One 
od, by their zuſeparability and the eſſential 
Wnion of the Perſons : Which, I humbly con- 
Wivc, we arc as able to explain, as you are to 
plain the other; and I hope, more able to 
C 
A third Difference permit me to mention, 
at you ſuffer your Imaginations to wander, 
here you can find no Footing; we are con- 
Ent to underſtand only, and that imperfectly, 
Fithout zmagining at all TY 
In fine, you have philoſophiz'd fo far, in 
heſe high and deep Matters, that you really 
ant all the ſame favourable Allowances, which 
e are thought to do. Others may object ſeve- 
El Things to us, which would bear equally 
ard upon us Both. The ſimplicity of the di- 
ine Nature, for Inſtance, is one of the ſtrongeſt 
d moſt popular Objections: But the learned 
Poctor has broke through it; and has contrived 
Solution, a very good one, both for Himſelf 
5 7 and 
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and Us. *I have often thought no Hands ſo p 
per to be employed againſt the Doctrine of th 
Bleſſed Trinity, as Thoſe which are good on 
at pulling down, and not at building up. If ons 
you come to ſettling and determining Points 
a myſterious Nature; ; there will be as fair ah 
for This alſo: And I doubt not but the fm 
Thread of Reaſoning, which firſt brought yy 
to queſtion it, will, when carefully peruſe 
and as ſoon as you perceive the like Diffic 
ties almoſt in every thing, bring you to mat 
leſs Scruple of it. But leſt others ſhould im 
vine, from what hath been ſaid, that They m 
have ſorac Advantage over us; let me add the! 

few Conſiderations farther. 
1. That what hath been urged, is not put 
ly arguing ad Hominem; but it is appealing ! 

What nood Senſe and impartial Reaſon diQat 
equally to You, or Us; on ſuch, or ſuch Supp 
oo Ol 

2. That if we come to reaſon minutely « 
any other Matter, alike incomprehenſible as Ti 
of "the Holy Trinity, we may ſoon loſe our ſel 
in inextricable Mazes. 

3. That if They pleaſe to take any other 
pot heſis of the Onmipreſence, They may me 
with Difficulties there alſo, perhaps not inter 
to the former. 

4. That if they chuſe to reſt in genera 
without any Hypotheſis at all, and without © 
ſcending to the Modus, and Afinutig of | 

* Anſwer ſe the Sixth Leiter, p. 39, 49. 


Ti 
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Whis is the very Thing which we deſire, and 
Satcnd for, in regard to the Bleſſed Trinity 
hich ought certainly to be equally dealt with) 
d then we may ſoon come to a good Agrec- 
cnt. 

By purſuing this Point, I had almoſt neglect- 
the learned Doctors Third Aphoriſin : That 
Hing Individual can be communicated. 
erc is as great a Fallacy and Ambiguity in 
je Word Individual, as before in the Word 
eing. 1 ſhall make This plain to you. That 
articular Subſtance, which is ſuppoſed to Per- 
ade, and to be commenſurate to the Sun, is 
individual Being, in ſome Senſe; unleſs 
cre be a Medium between a Being and nor 
Being, which the learned Doctor admits not: 
he whole Subſtance likewiſe is one individual 
eing, and Perſon too; upon the Doctor's 
por ele: And we ſay farther , that three 
crlons may be one individual Being; having, 
e think, a very good meaning in it. So here 
fe plainly three Senſes of the Word Individual; 
nd till you can fix a certain principle of Indi. 
iduation, (a Thing much wanted, and by 
hich you might oblige the learned World) any 
ne of theſc Senſes appears as juſt and reaſon- 
dle as another. Now; the Doctor's Maxim, 
gti underſtood , may be true, in all theſe 
ſes, For, in reſpect of the Firſt, what is 
culiar and proper to one Part, is not com- 
unicated, or common to other Parts: In re- 
ect of the Second, what is proper to one Per- 


N 2 ſon, 
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fon, is not common to other Perſons: And i 
in reſpect of the Third, what is proper to a 
Eſſence or Subſtance, is not common to ot in 
Eſſences or Subſtances. All this is very true 
but to what purpoſe is it, or whom does tif 
learned Doctor contradict? This is only telling 
us, that ſo far, or in ſuch reſpect, as wi 
thing is ſuppoſed individual or imcommunity 
ble, it is ſuppoſed individual or incommunic 
ble; which no Body doubts of. But whethei 

This, or That be communicable, or how tu 
or in what manner (which is all the difficuly||M 
remains a Queſtion as much as ever; and th 
Doctor's Maxim will not help us at all in i 
It may be the ſafeſt way, firſt to try the ſtrength 
and the uſe of it upon the Doctors own H. 
potheſis. Let it be asKd, whether the Wil 
dom, Oc. reſiding in that Part which pervade 
the Sun (for it ſeems that it muſt be intel. 
gent, and infinitely fo; unleſs one infinite In 
telligent be made up of Unintelligents, 0 
finite Intelligents) I ſay, let it be asK'd, whe 
ther that be the very individual Wiſdom whict 
xeſides in another Part, at any given Diſtance 
I preſume, to this Queſtion, you muſt anſwei 
Ze: And then we are to obſerve, that here 
but one zudividual infinite Wiſdom, which | 
entirely in the whole, and intirely in ever 
part; proper, in ſome Senſe, to each ſme} 
Part (ſince it can have only ſuch Attributes 5 
inhere in it) and yet common to All; Dif 
fuſed through extended Subſtance , yet 7 
0 


u. X. of fome QUERIES. 173 


extended: Nor multiplied, becauſe but 
he. If you admit thus far, as I think you 
Buſt, we ſhall have nothing to apprehend, in 
dint of Reaſon (which nevertheleſs is what 
pu chiefly truſt to) againſt the Doctrine of 
e Trinity. The Communication of Eſſential 
tributes, which we ſpeak of, is, at leaſt, as 
$cclligible as what I have been mentioning 3 
pd cvery whit as conſiſtent with the Doctors 
Uaxim, that nothing which is Individual can 
> Communicated. Only You have your Scnſe 
Individual, and We have ours; and you 
Wn account no better for ſo many, and infinitc- 
& diſtant Parts making one Perſon, than We 


WS: thrcc Perſons making one Subſtance , or one 
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nm God. Let us therefore be content to ſtop 
1. icrc it becomes us; and frankly confeſs our 
i MEnorance of theſe Things. For, by pretend- 


g farther, we ſhall not diſcover leſs Ignorance 
an before, but much greater Vanity. I would 
ot have preſumed to diſcourſe thus freely of 
ne tremendous Subſtance of the eternal God 
F infinitely ſurpaſſing Human Comprchecnſion ) 
cre it not, in a manner, neceſlary, in order to 
xpole the Folly, and the Preſumption of doing 
If the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity is 
o ſtand or fall by this kind of reaſoning, it was 
gcty proper to make ſome Trial of it firſt, 
yhcre it might be done more ſafely, to ſee how 
would anſwer. You, I preſume, cannot com- 
lan of me, for treating you in your own way; 
nd turning upon you your own Artillery. But 
0 N 3 0 
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to proceed; You are poſitive in it, that the Snll « 1 
of God hath not the individual Atrributes 2 
God the Father ; for then, ſay you, He nM 
be the Father. On the contrary, I affirm, fa 4 
He hath the mdr-zdna! Attributes of God m 
Father, as much as He has the zudividua EH 
ſence: For, otherwiſe he muſt be a CreatwM 
only: And therefore the Queſtion between qa 

and me, in plain Terms, is, whether the Sn 
be God, or a Creature? 


Quran X. 


Whether if They (the Attributcs belonging t 
the Son) be or individually the ſame, ly 
can be any thing more than faint Reſm 
blances of them, differing from them u 
Finite from Infinite ; and then in what Hen 
or with what 7. ruth, can the Doctor pn 
rend that * all divine Powers except able 
lute Supremacy and Independency, are cm 
municated to the Son? And whether even 
Being, beſides the one ſupreme Being, 0 
not neceſſarily be a Creature, and finite; au 
whether all divine Powers can be commun. 
cated to a C reature, | infinite Perfection to 
finite Berg. 


Have put under One Query, what befor 
made Two, becauſe the Subſtance of Them 

is nearly the ſame; and contains but one Arg 
ment. I have two Things upon my Hands at 
® Ccripr. Doctr. p. 298. Once 
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Nee; firſt to clear and fix your Senſe, which 
W induſtriouſly diſguiſcd; and next to confute 
W The preſent Query relates chiefly to the 
7 rmer, to draw you out of gencral and ambi- 
Wous Terms, that ſo we may come up the 
[ ler, and fall directly to the point in Queſtion. 
Wou tell me, in anſwer to the former part, 
Wit the divine Attributes of the Son are not 
W ividually he ſame with thoſe of the Fa- 
Wor. * By which you mean that they are not 
m And ſo here you have diſcoyercd, that 
he Doctor does not underſtand Divine, as 
bers do in this Controverſy; and as a candid 
a ingenuous Reader might be apt to under- 
ind Him. You add, that They (the Attri- 
7 E of the Son) are, notwithſtanding, ore 
an faint R eſemblances ; the Son being the 
E Pine of his Father's Glory, and the ex- 
% Image of his Perſon. I allow that this 
W cxt docs ſet forth a great deal more than a 
int Reſemblance : But you have not ſhewn 
What your Hypotheſis ſuppoſes ſo much; and 
herefore the quoting of this Text is only argu- 
ng againſt your ſelf. The Inference we draw 
From hs Text, conſonant to all Antiquity, is, 
Fat the Reſemblance between Father and Son 
compleat and perfect; and that therefore 
hey do not differ as Finite and Infinite, ſince 
hat Suppoſition would ſet Them at an Infinite 
diſtance from any ſuch perfect and compleat Re- 
lemblance, You obſerve farther, that there can 
ag. 64. 
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God the Father ; for then, ſay you, He mi 
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to proceed; You are poſitive in it, that the Sllf 4 
of God hath not the individual Atrributes 0 £ 


be the Father. On the contrary, I affirm, thy 
He hath the zndividua] Attributes of God e 
Father, as much as He has the zudividual I 
ſence: For, otherwiſe he muſt be a Creatin 
only: And therefore the Queſtion between ya 
and me, in plain Terms, is, whether the 05 
be God, or a Creature? 


Quvzny X. 


Whether if They ( the Attributes belonging t 
the Son) be ty individually he ſame, thy 
can be any thing more than faint Reje 
blances of them, differing from them u 
Finite from Infinite; and then in what Sen 6 
or with what 7. ruth, can the Dottor jt 
rend that * all divine Powers, except ably 

lute Supremacy and Independency, are con. 
municated to the Son? And whether eum 
Being, beſides the one ſupreme Being, mil 
not neceſſarily be a Creature, and finite; au 
whether all divine Powers can be commun 
cated to a C reature, infinitc Perfection to. 
finite Being. 


Have put under One Query, what befor 
made Two, becauſe the Subſtance of Then 
is nearly the ſame; and contains but one Ara 
ment. I have two Things upon my Hands i 

® ccript. Dottr. p. 298. ONCC) 
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Nee; firſt to clear and fix your Senſe, which 
induſtriouſly diſguiſed; and next to confute 
W Thc preſcnt Query relates chiefly to the 
mer, to draw you out of general and ambi- 
Wous Terms, that ſo we may come up the 
cer, and fall directly to the point in Queſtion. 
u tell me, in anſwer to the former part, 
Wat the divine Attributes of the Son are not 
| dividually the ſame with thoſe of the Fa- 
Wer. By which you mean that they are not 
ID vine - And ſo here you have diſcoyercd, that 
he Doctor docs not underſtand Divine, as 
S do in this Controverſy; and as a candid 
Ind ingenuous Reader might be apt to under- 
and Him. You add, that They (the Attri- 
L gutes of the Son) are, notwithſtanding , ore 
Van faint Reſemblances; the Son being the 
[4 Frizhtneſs of his Father's Glory, and the ex- 
% Image of his Perſon. I allow that this 
est docs ſet forth a great deal more than a 
N 2 Reſemblance : But you have not ſhewn 
What your Hypotheſis ſuppoſes ſo much; and 


"| ee. the quoting of this Text is only argu- 
8's againſt your ſelf. The Inference we draw 
„om this Text, conſonant to all Antiquity, is, 
1 the Reſemblance between Father and Son 


I compleat and perfect; and that therefore 
They do not differ as Finite and Infinite, ſince 
that Suppoſition would ſet Them at an Infinite 
diſtance from any ſuch perfect and compleat Re- 
lemblance. You obſerve farther, that there can 
3 64. WO 
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be but one Intelligent Being (the ſame vi 
you, as Perſon) abſolutely infinite in all reſpeij 
(p. 55.) which tho' an Aſſertion of great Im 
tance, you are pleas d barely to lay down, wit 
out the leaſt tittle of Proof, or ſo much as pt 
| tence to it. Nay, you admit in your * Not 
that there may be #wo Infinite Beings, in ti 
Senſe of zmmenſe ; that is, two Beings omni 
ſent, or infinitely extended. And why no: i 
well Two Perſons infinitely perfect in all other 
ſpects, as well as preſence ? For to uſe your ou 
way of arguing, in that very Place: If fn 
Power, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Oc. do not cxcluii 
Infinite; it is plain that infinite Power, WiſdonM 
Goodneſs, Oc. of One, do not exclude the iii 
finite Power, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, ec. of Aw 
ther. Beſides that Two, Infinite in All reſpech 
are as eaſily conceived, as Two, Infinite in Am. 
And therefore, here you ſeem, by your too | 
beral Conceſſions, to have unſaid what you hit 
faid before; and to have unravelbd your ot 
Objection. You arc aware that an Adverlan 
may take Advantage of what you ſay; and eff 
deavour, lamely, to prevent it, by telling 
(p. 56.) that tho it be poſſible to ſuppoſe tuo 
Aiſtinct immenſe Beings, yet it is impoſſible ther 
»One Infinite, in the Senſe of immenſe, does not (by rakin 
up all Space) exclude (neceſſarily) another Immenſe, any more thi 
it excludes any Finite. For if a finite Being doth nat excivi 
(God) from a finite Place, it is plain that an Infinite, that is, # 


immenſe Being cannot exclude Him from Infinite, that is, fri 
immenſe Place. So that perhaps it is no ſuch abſolute impolir 


bility, as ſome have thought it, to ſuppoſe two diſtin 1m! 
| | ſhoull 


Beings, Not. p. 56. 
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ald be two immenſe Beings of the ſame indi- 
Nature; for ſo, They muſt coincide, and 
it one Perſon. But what if thoſe who aſſert 
> ſame individual Nature, in more Perſons 
In one, underſtand the Words in a larger Senſe 
Wn you here take them in? It is very certain, 
do not underſtand the Phraſe of he fame 
id! Nature, as You, who make it equi- 
ent to the ſame Perſon, underſtand it: For, 
y aſſert more Perſons than one to have he 
e individual Nature. In the mcan while, 

at a wonderful diſcovery is this, which you 
Ne laid ſuch a ſtreſs on; that #wo Perſons can- 
Wt be one Perſon, without coinciding and making 
Verſon. This is all that you have really Gd; 

very true it is; only I am at a loſs to find out 
Wc pertinency of it. To conclude this Head: 

to Infinite in the Senſe of Extenſion, ( into 
ngth, Breadth and Heighth) you will give me 


ther that it is aſſerted in Scripture, or generally 
Waintain'd by the Fathers; but that it is liable to 


am, at preſent, able to anſwer. Sce what a 
th had before Collected on that Subject. In 


o high for. Us, and are what our Faculties were 
yt made for. However that be, You and I 


* Impartial Inquiry into the Exiſtence and Nature of God, by 
(. Part 2. C. 1, 2, 3. 
t Huteleckaal 55% p. 828. to p. 834. 


need 


9 — La 


Re to ſuſpend my Judgment. I do not find, 


any Difficulties, in point of Reaſon, more than 
late thoughtful Writer has ſaid, and what f Cud- 


Humble Opinion, ſuch intricate Queſtions are 
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need not differ. For, if You can admit the A 
ſibility of Two infinite extended Beings, You 
have nothing conſiderable to object againſt 
one Infinity of Three infinite Perſons, Which l! 
ſert, and without determining the modus of it. 
You proceed to obſerve, that the Hon Of 
and Character doth not require infinite Pon 
To which 1 ſhall only ſay, that it may, for a 
thing you know]; ſo that this is only g gueſſingi 
the Dark. Laſt of all, you come to interpret[} 
Clarke ; ſuppoſing him to mean by Divine Pr; 
ers, * all divine Powers relating to the Jon's Chi 
rafter. If He meant fo, He might caſily hay 
ſaid fo: And yet if He had, He had till lcf y 
in uncertainties as much as ever; to mule upa 
a Diſtinction, which He has no Ground for; an 
which, when admitted, will make no Men wiſe, 
You hope, the Queriſt is ſo good a Philoſojin 
as to percerve, (tho He doth not conſider it) thi 
abſolute infinite Perfettions include and infer vt 
premacy and Independency. And therefor 
when Dr. Clarke excepted Supremacy and Init 
pendency, He plainly, in Reaſon and Ci: 
quence, excepted abſolute infinite Powers. 
Nov, I am perſuaded, that Dr. Clarke woll 
have thought it hard meaſure to have bed 
charged, by his Adverſaries, with this fo plan 
Conſequence, which you here ſo freely lay upd 
Him. The Queriſt was aware that the DoQoti 
words might bear an orthodox Senſe; name 
that to the Son are communicated all things be 
Script. Doctr. p. 298. 3 
| longils 
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cing to the Father, excepting only what is 
; anal; that is, excepting that He is not the 
in Order; not Supreme, in that Senſe, nor 
Br /cinate. The Doctor well knew that His 


5 


ud not have took it well of any, but a Friend, 
W: ſhould have ticd down a /ooſe and genera? 


n have loaded it with Conſequences too ſhock- 
to be admitted in plain and expreſs Terms. 
| to proceed: You ſcem to be much offended 
the Queriſt, for asking, Whether all divine 
ers can be communicated to a Creature, in- 


is an evident Contradiction, which ought not 
have been put by one Scholar upon Another. 


the reaſon of the Caſe. The difficulty, you 
e Doctor's real Senſe, couch'd under general 


Fcrly might be brought to a Point; and it might 
e ſcen plainly what was the true State of the 


hether God the Son be a Creature or no. The 
Doctor talk'd of the Son's having dzvme Powers, 
nd / divine Powers. It was very proper to 


rr no; and withal to ſhew, if you ſhould not 
anſwer directly, that He could not mean it, con- 
ently with the Arian Hypotheſis, which He 


1 Wcem'd, in other parts of his Performance, to 


Dias might bear this Conſtruction; and perhaps 


Jreſſion to a [fri particular Meaning; and 


e Perfection to a finite Being? This, you 


Wit, after this Rebuke, you will pleaſe to hearken 
Wow, with the Queriſt, was, how to come at 


d ambiguous Expreſſions ; that ſo the Contro- 


Aeſtion: Which, as appears now, is only this: 


& you, whether He hereby meant zufinite Powers 


eſpouſe. 
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eſpouſe. You will not yet ſay directly, that 
Son's Perfections are finite, nor deny them to 
infinite: So hard a Thing it is to draw you q 
of your ambiguous Terms; or to make | 
ſpeak plainly what you mean. All you x 
pleas'd to ſay, is, that the Powers or Perfecto 
of the Son are not abſolutely infinite : As if þ 
finity were of two Sorts, abſolute and limiti 
or might be rightly divided into Infinity, u 
not Infinity. Inſtead of this, I could wiſh, th 
words may be uſed in their true and prop: 
meaning. If you do not think the Perfection 
of tlie Son are 27fmte, and yet are unwilling i 
limit them; let them be called indefinite, wii 
is the proper word to expreſs your meaning 
and then every Reader may be able to unde. 
ſtand us, and may ſee where we differ. We i 
now Both agrecd, that the Doctor, by juin 
Powers, did not mean infinite Powers. Now li 
us proceed to the next Query. 


3, 


Fa ef ſome QUERIES. 


QUERY XL 


eber if the Doctor means by divine Powers, 
Powers given by God (in the ſame Senſe as 


iber degree than are given to other Beings s 
Wt be not equivocating, and ſaying nothing: no- 
ing that can come up to the Senſe of thoſe 
eds before cited, * or to theſe following? 


eic to the one God. Io God the Son. 


Word alone; Thou haſt | by Him, John 1. 3. By 
Heaven, the Hea-| Him were all Things 
%% Heavens with all | created; He is before all 
i Hoſt, the Earth | Things, and by Him all 
all Things that are | Things conſiſt, Coloſſ. 1. 


3 


7 erein, &c. Neh. 9. 6. 16, 17. 
: Inthe Beginning,God . 
0 cal ed the Heavens and the Foundation of the 
; Earth, Gen. I vens are the Work of thy 
Hands, Heb. 1. 10. 


F the Doctor means, by 4zvine Powers, no 
more than is intimated in this Query, I muſt 
me Him firſt for equivocating and playing with 


Qu. 6. p. 89. 


Higelical Powers are divine Powers) only in a 


bau, even Thou, art | All Things were made 


. \ Thou, Lord, inthe 
Beginning, haſt laid 


Karth; and the Hea-. 


ambiguous Word ; and next for reſtraining 


WES; 
9 
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and limiting the Powers of the Son of God; if 
only without, but agarnſt Scripture; and col 
quently for giving us, not the Scrzpture Docin 
of the Trinity, but his own. That there bb! 
ground, from the Texts themſclves, for any fu 
Limitation as is now ſuppoſed , is tacitly impli 
in the Doctor's own Confeſſion ; that the Son; 
excluded from nothing but abſolute Supremacy 
Tndependency : So naturally does Truth ſometin 
prevail, by its own native Clearneſs and Eu 
dence, againſt the ſtrongeſt and moſt ſeitled Ty 
judices. Indeed, the thing is very clear fromti 
Texts themſelves cited above; eſpecially wha 
ſtrengthened with Thoſe now produced unde 
this Query. That the Son was, and is endowd 
with creative Powers, is plain from theſe Ta 
and others which might be added; and is c 
firmed by the unanimous Suffrage of Catholic 
Antiquity. And that the Title of Creator is tix 
diſtinguiſhing Character of the one Supreme Gol 
is fo clear from * Scripture, that he who ru 
may read it. Now let us conſider what you hai 
to except, in order to clude the force of this at 
— er op 

The Son of God, you ſay, is manifeſtly itt 
Fathers Agent in the Creation of the Ut 

werſe; referring to Epheſ. 3. 9. and to Heb. l. 
from whence you infer, that He is /aboraznal 
in Nature and Powers to Him. This 50 
have (p. 58.) and in your Notes (p. 55.) 0 


* Nehem. 9. 6. Iſa. 40. 12, 13. — 18, 19. 20, 21, &. ll. 
„%% eie , 11; 18. N 
| nll 
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. much upon the Diſtinction between d au- 
and dr avrs, explaining the former of an 
rumental, and the latter of an Eyficient 
uſe ; of which more in due time and place. 
to the Son's being Agent with, or Aſſiſtant 
che Father, in the Work of Creation, we 

ily admit it; and even contend for it. The 
her is primarily, and the Son ſecondarily, 
imediately, Author of the World; which 
ſo far from proving that He is inferior, in 
Wo or Powers, to the Father; that it is 
er a convincing Argument that He is equal 

Both. A c abordination of Order, but none 


Nature, is thereby intimated. * Emufebins , 


Jom you quote (p. 55.) out of Dr. Clarke, 


df miſtranſlate to ſerve your purpoſe, does not 


ny the proper Efficiency of the Son in the 
'ork of Creation. All he aſſerts is, that the 
reation is primarily and eminently attributed 
d the Father, becauſe of his Aub#];z, his Pre- 


wative, Authority, Supremacy, as Father, or 


xt Perſon 3 not denying the Son's proper Ef- 
jency, but only (if I may to call it) + original 
cee Euſeb. contr. Marcel. I. r. c. 20. p. 84. 


i The learned Doctor, and, after Him, You conſtrue, T ar, 
deo wrs, by efficient, and miniſtring Cauſe. As if a mini- 


ting Cauſe might not be efficient, or muſt neceſſarily be oppoled 


+ This 15 excellently illuſtrated by t the elder Cyril. lee: Beay- 
620. T& d xa]arx lacy 9g 240 e yo; TW ＋ 
Prat 2r/noey ive To N ve 157 pa) wales 7 aubev]oxby u n 9 
 y% 5 S txn eb eic T idtwy Inwieg[nuatay * 2 lire warde 
re Ah & draro]cia;g N id Inge ati ron: unte 0 ig F 
bis nag [nr Sac ο, d N N V af. Catech. II. p. 146. 


Oxon. 
Effici- 


— 2 — = - 1 — - IE NO * — * 8 EF r ls A S w 
_ — 5 OI 2 . - 6 * + © rag 5 = . > 
— : _ ES STS A SEr ts” <2, 34 Ip. "MG +. 2 n * SY 
Py. 4 4 _ 7 ww A 4 — 9 8 Wy q Jo nee? 4 — _— — > 12s; 5 . 2 = - 
— Y 4 2 a . 1 4 ye , Sms * be — * 
3 * 1 2 * A wg 4 ». * — — - An Nr * 1 — * 2 - - 
* if Si C "4 8 at Ev . Eo OP y — 3 n 4 — *. A WEI . * 
98 h —— i * 2 „ nn RT” . l 2 Es 5 I — A -— ons * 
r 5 * * rs SE J 8 . * 8 - 


bo So 
2 | . * * — 
. R 
2 8 222 
= 23 1 0 = 2 _ 
= 5 


184 A'DEFENSE..-Q% 


Efficiency; that is, making Him the ſeem 
and not the jir/# Perſon; not Father but Sh 
Indeed, the * general Opinion of the Antien 
center'd in this; that the Father, as Supreme. 
iſſued out Orders for the Creation of the Un 
verſe, and the Son executed them. And th 
was aſſerted, not only by the Ante Nic 
Writers, but f Po/?-Nicene too; and ſuch x 
ſtrenuouſly defended the Catholich Faith again} 
the Arzans. I have before obſerved that th 
Antients had a very good meaning and inten 
in afligning (as it were) to the Three Peron; 
their ſcycral Parts or Provinces in the Work d 
Creation: And let no Man be offended, if, in 
this way of conſidering it, the Son be fone 
times ſaid ve, or vrgeyav, or the like 
This need not be thought any greater Diſparage 
ment to the Dignity of the Son, than it is, on 
the other hand, a Diſparagement to the Dignir 
of the Father to be repreſented as having the 
_ Counſel and Aſſiſtance of two other Perſons; 
or as leaving every Thing to be wilcly or 
der d, regulated, and perfected by the Son and 
Holy Spirit. Theſe Things are not to be firit 
ly and rigorouſly interpreted according to tit 
Letter; but eixorepiurgr, and SeoTEET WG. The dc 
ſign of all was: 1. To keep up a more live 
Senſe of a real Diſtinction of Perſons. 2. 10 
teach us the indiviſible Unity and Co-eflcntialit) 


* See Irenæus, p. 85. Tertullian. contr. Prax. c. 12. Hippe 
Tyt. contr. Noet. c. 14. 


| See Petavius de Trin. I. 2. c. J. Bull, D. F. p. 80. 111. 
| | 0 
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e all Three, as of one * Creator. 3. Toſi gnify 
herein that Unity conſiſts, or into what it ul- 
. match) reſolves, vi. into Unity of Principle, 


Inc Ae, Head, Root, Fountain of all. As to 
* Diſtinction between 9 awry, ard vw we, 


3 e quem and ex quo, or the like; it can be of 


1 Wer) little ſervice to your Cauſe. The prepoſi- 


Wion 2%, with a gcnitive after it, is frequently 
no as well in Scripture, as in Eccleſiaſtical W ri- 


ers, to expreſs the efficient Cauſe, as much as 


F Es or c, Or T0: Or any other. So that the 
Argument drawn from the uſe of the Prepoſiti- 
Wn is very poor and trifling, as was long ſince 
Wbſcrved by f Baſil the Great, who very "hand- 
1 Wi expoſes its Author and Inventor, Aetius, 
Wor ir. Pleaſe but to account clearly for one 
F ext, out of many, (Rom. 11. 36.) Of Him, and 
1 55 Him (3 aurs) and to Him are all Things; 
% hm be Glory for ever. If you underſtand 
his of the Father; then, by your Argument 
om the Phraſe, 9 ar, you make Him als 
ho more than an inſtrumental Cauſe : If you un- 
ow it of morc Perſons, Here's an illuſtrious 
Proof of a Trinity in Unity. If it be pretended, 
Fvnicl is the Doctor's laſt reſort, that although 
he uſc of thoſe Prepoſitions ſingly be not ſuffi. 
Kicnt, yet when they are uſed in expreſs Contra. 
liction to each other, they are of more Signit!. 
3 So Origen, who makes the Father dus 5, and the Son Fl 
bs, Contr. Celſ. p. 317. yet, in the very ſame Treat iſe, denies 
Phat the World could have more Creators than one. My duv» ule 


Toy Opry av t ſort Vai, P. 18. De Sp. Sanct. P. 145 Cc. 
4 See Script. Doctr. p. 90. 
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Ou 
cancy ; I anſwer firſt, that I deſire to know il 
what Significancy they are in Rom. I 1. 36. when ee 
they ſeem to be uſed in expreſs Contra-diſtiniinW | 
to each other; and ſecondly, admitting that the ſſo! 
are of Sronificancy, they may ſignify only a 74/8 1 
Distinction of Perſons, as * St. Baſe] well on! 
ſerves; or ſome priority of order proper to te e 
firſt Perſon : This is all the uſe which any C:| © 
tholick Writer ever pretended to make of ti / 
Diſtinction. However, to countenance the De 
ſtinction between the Father as the efficient, andiſÞ'0! 
the Son as the zuſtrumental Cauſe, you are plc" 
ſed to ſay farther, ( p. 56.) 'tis remarkable tht H. 
(according to the Senſe of the foregoing Diſtinit. It 
on) though Chriſt is frequently ſtiled by the A 
tients Texviris and Anuigeyos, yet Tomrns r vu * 
is (to the beſt of my Remembrance) always cr" 
fined by Them to the Father only f. ca 
Had your. Remark been true and juſt, yet if - 
would not be eaſy to ſhew that reis, or hoe 
ever 9 puveyss, may not ſignify as much as Tri - 
But your Memory has much deceived you, in tl © 
Matter; and you ſhould be cautious how yo : 
make your Readers rely upon it. Thoſe Woil f 
* De Spir. Sanct. p. 148. : It 
8 | See Origen, contr. Celſ. p. 317. where the Son is ſaid coπear 
T oro, and the Father to be re, that is, primarily, (0 
eminently, %. If womrys ſignified more than diu he 
Origen ſpoke very unaccurately. | 5 he 
Cyril of Alexandria ſuppoſes God the Father to have been in 
ality Te t from everlaſting ; duusgyds in Power and Intern" , 
only. Theſaur. afl. 4. p. 34. Yer Athanaſius makes morn 
ſrenify more than rexvirxs. Orat. contr. Arian. 2. p. 489. Au: 7 


do not always obſerve a critical Exactneſs in the uſe of Words: 


(cſpecial! 
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eſpecially the Two laſt of them) ſeem to have 
een uſed by the Antients promiſcuouſly ; and 
have been applied indifferently to Father or 
Jon, as They had occaſion to mention either. 
l hey are oft ner applied to the Father, it is 
uy becauſe He is the 5 Herſon; and is there- 
1 primarily and emmentty, revviric, On uusgyes, 
ais; not that the Son is not ftrifty, pro- 
, and compleatly Creator alſo, according to 
Wc fulleſt ſenſe and import of any, or of all 
oe Words. They were intended to ſignify 
en the Son is the 7mmedzare and efficient Cauſe 
eau Things; had * creative Powers; and was, 
in the Father, Creator of Men, of Angels, of 
e wholc Univertc. A late f Writer is pleaſed 
AW cxpreſs Himſelf, upon this Head, in ſuch a 
anner as may deceive ignorant and unwary 

caders, © I know not ( ſays He) that either 
Axrians, or any primitive Chriſtian Writers, 
erer adventured to give the Character of great 
Architect of the Univerſe to Jeſus Chriſt ; 
cauſing rather, with the ſacred Writings, to 
bay, in ſofter Language, that through Him God 
created All, and reſerving the abſolute Title of 

Creator of the U niverſe to Another. 

If He knows not theſe Things, He might fot- 
err to ſpeak of them. What He ſays, even of 
„e Sacred Writings, is Miſrepreſentation : For, 
acy do not conſtantly follow that / ſoft Language, 
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\ MW * 7+ Arians themſelves would "ug ſua vittute fecit, meaning 
W of the Sen. See the Citation above, p. 94. 
Ar. Emlyn, Exam. of Dr. Bennet, P. 12, firſt Edit, 
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which He ſo much approves of. They do it not, 
in 70h. 1. 3, 10. Colo. 1. 16. Hebr. 1. 10. Nei. 
ther can that Conſtruction be aſcertain d, in any 
one of theſe. Texts, from any neceſſary force of 
the Prepoſition 2. As to Antiquity, which this 
Gentleman pretends to, He may know, hereafter, 
that the Character of great Architect of the L. 
niverſe, is expreſly given to Zeſus Chriſt, by Ei. 
| ſebins'; who was never ſuſpected of carrying Or: 
thodoxy too high. A Man muſt be a very ſtran. 
ger to the Antients, who can make any Queſti- 
on whether They attributed the Work of Crea. 
tion to the Son, as much as to the Father. They 
aſcribed it equally to Both ; only with this diffe. 
rence, as before obſerved, that, for the greater 
Majeſty and Dignity of the Father as the fr/? Per. 
ſon, They ſuppoſed Him to * iſſue out Orders, or 
to give his Fiat, for the Creation, and the Son 
to Execute. From hence we may cafily under. 
ſtand in what Senſe the Title of Creator was Ml 
© 9r1marily, or eminently attributed to the Father; Wl «: 
and yet, as to any real Power or Efficiency, the Wi " 
Son is as truly and properly Creator; and is fre. 
quently ſo ſtiled, by the primitive Writers, in 
the fulleſt and ſtrongeſt Terms. You: may ſec Ml © 
O fi N b Snurzy)s Myr, Euſeb. E. H. I. 10. c. 
pag. 316. | 5 1 
* I gare A αανν e. Y ne , F 5 ys ven Se 


1 ann ανν e, 2 3 ,- 1g ?- 9 0 Iren. 
P. 285. Ed. Bened. „ SLES Rr 
narię i, Ig k Telnet, t F epaviewnry, Hippol. conti. 
Mr £5 Nd WET ae ES: 
© Ilgerw; 9nuweyer. Orig. contr. Celf. p. 317. 8 
d Neg;"aurs 4% . ad 10 e dere, evo; % are "5 
War: (2. | ſome 
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ſome Teſtimonies, in the Margin, from Athena- 
goras, Tatian, Irenæus, Clement of Alexandria, 
and Origen. It would be cafy to add more, 
from Hippolytus, Gregory of Neocæſurea, No- 
vatian, and indeed from the generality of the 
Church Writers down from Barnabas to the 
Council of Nice. I muſt obſerve to you, that 
eren your admired f Euſebius, (whom you be- 
fore quoted in your favour, miſtaking Him very 
widely) He applies the Title of @royry5.® e 
(the higheſt which you think the Father Himſelf 
can have) to the Son, no leſs than thrice; as Ire- 
nan had done, thrice alſo, before, in Words e- 
quivalent ; and Origen, probably, once; as allo 
v 4s. Athenag. p. 38. Ed. Oxon. Ob ſervs %s wry, as well 


45 01 0TS, 

Au eee 7 7 La Many ins. Ae e Tatian. 
p. 22. 26. Ed. Ox. 

Teren worogfun, 780 dr Toinrly, Iren. pag. 44. Ed. Bened 
TS r 2004s π f eig Te ide ee r, Ibid. Toy F Sch. 
7 Ii hv, 2 Ine vos, 2 e, A & Os, p. 79. Tov c oy=. 
r Texvirng Avy@>, p. 199. Fabricator omnium, p. 219. Fa- 
bricator Univerforum. p. 307. Mundi Factor. p. 315. 

'Q 7% Tavre dude) Clem. Alexandr. P. 7. Edit. Oxon. 
Laura Ocov Eves Aber n OV ue. o le-, p. [42s 
Ilzvra 6 0 ©» TOO [65 mn— T&% O eg 8 ref 2 — 
iar gs, P. 310. H 7 S ο Ae xn, P. 669. 0 A.- 
Ping ie ati», 7 654, lauren dnaisg Vs, P. 758. 

Tov Ab tue Y, oo 0 7%),2 x v ce Jet Aa. Orig. 
contr. Cel. b. 63. Comp. Athanaſ. de Decret. S. N. p. 216, 

Anuizzry ov F F dT, 41g, molly , T T&vTw), Origen. apud 
Huet. Origenian. p. 38. | 

N. B. This laſt Citation, from a C atena, is of leſs Authority: . 
but the Citations from his other certainly pruning Works, are, in 
Senſe, equivalent, 

| Euſeb. in Pſalm. p. 125. 564. 630. in the firſt of the three 
Places, the Words are remarkably full and ſtrong. 0 dnmiggys 
dees, 0 Hour oA. The other Two are equivalent in Senſe. 
Hos F T Gay, and 9 WoiyTrrs al 70v ; where 0wv 15 anderſtood. 


1 Hippo 
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* Hippolytus: not to mention that All the Fx 
thers by interpreting, Ger. 1. 26. (Tru d 
Oe, Oc.) of Father and Son jointly, hav 
impliciecly and conſequentially, tho not expreſl, 
ſaid the ſame thing. To proceed: 

| You have an Argument to prove that Creat. 
ing does not imply infinite Power. For, youll 
ſay, was the extent of thoſe Powers then ex. 
ercisd, infinite, tis evident, the World mut 
be infinite alſo, (p. 58.) This, indeed, is doing 
the Buſineſs at once: For, if this reaſoning 
be juſt, the Father Himſelf, as well as the Son 
is effectually excluded from ever giving any ſen 
ſible Proof, or from exerting any Act, of nfrite 
Power, St. Pauls Argument from the Creation, 
for the eternal Power and Godhead of the Cre: 
ator, is rendred inconcluſive : For it will be ca 
to reply, in Contradiction to the Apoſtle's reaſon- 
ing, that the Things which are made are finite, 
and therefore cannot prove the maker of Them 
to be infinite: So that Atheiſts and Unbelieyers 
were not ſo entirely without excuſe, as the good 
Apoſtle imagin'd. If you think there is tome 
difference between infinite Power, and eternd 
Power and Godhead; and therefore that the 
Apoſile's Argument is not pertinent to the point 
in Hand; I ſhall be content if Creating be al 
lowed a ſufficient Proof of the Son's eternal 
Power and Godhead; ſince it brings me direct) N 


to the Point I aim at: Beſides, that 7nfinite Powe! 
Contr. Beron. & Hel, p. 226. Comp. contr. Noet. p. 10, 


5 genuineſs of the firſt i is ſomewhat doubtful ; but rhe laſt i v 
not queſtion a. 


will 
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ill come in of Courſe afterwards, by neceſſary 
ference and Implication. I had almoſt forgot 


ö to take notice of your way of wording your 


legumnent, which looks not very fair. You fay, 
as the extent of thoſe Towers infinite; as if 


Iny one ſaid it was, in the Senſe wherein you 
underſtand the word extent. For Reaſons beſt 
Known to your ſelf, you do not diſtinguiſh be- 
Jveen extent of Power ad intra, in relpect . 
Degree; and extent of Power ad extra, in re- 
Wpct of the exerciſe of it. It may require an 
finite Degree of Power to create a grain of 
and; though the extent of that outward Act 
| reaches no farther than the thing created. Now, 


ou know, our diſpute is only about infinite ex- 
tent of Power in the firſt Senſe. Let us there- 
fore put the Argument into * Words, and ſee 


NOW It will . 


„Was the Power exercisd in the Creation 
« infinite in Degree, or exceeding any finite 
* Power, then it is evident that the World muſt 
« be infinite. Make this out, with any tolera- 
ble Senſe or Connexion, and you'll do ſome- 
thing. Next let us put the Argument in the o- 
ther Light. 

. E the Power exercis d in the Creation ex- 
« tended to an infinite Compaſs, or to an in- 
« finite Number of Things, then 2 7s evident 
that the World muſt be infinite. Right: If 
the Creation had been infinite in extent, the 
Creation muſt have been finite in extent. But 


| Who is it that you arc diſputing againſt? Or 


O 4 whom 
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whom do you oblige by theſe Diſcoveries 1 pi 
Queſtion 1s, whether the Creating, that is, pro 
ducing out of Nothing, any one ſingle Thing 
however ſmall in extent, be not an Act prope 
to God only; excceding any finite Power; in 
' communicable to any "Creature. It is ſufh 
cient for Tou, to put Us upon the Proof » 
the Affirmative: No conſidering Man wou 
ever attempt to prove the Negative. As to thi 
Affirmative, there are many very probable pri 
ſumptive Proofs, ſuch as ought to have gr 
Weight with Us: particularly, Creation cer 
her in Scripture look d on as a divine Ai 
Not ſo much as a Grain of Sand, or a Particle d 

Matter, ſaid to be created by an Angel, or Arch 
angel, or any Creature whatever; Reaſonable 9 
ſuppoſe that nothing can come into Being bj 
any Power leſs than His, who is the Authe 
and Fountain of all Being. To this agrees the 
general Senſe of the more ſober and thinkin 
Part of Mankind. This was the Doctrine of th 
' * Ante-Nicene Catholick Writers, ſo far as 9 
pcars, as well as of thoſe that came alte 
Wherefore the Arians, in aſcribing Creation to 
a Creature, * innovated in the Faith of Chril, 


* Hoc Deus ab Homme differt, quoniam Deus quidem fach, 
Homo autem fit : & quidem Qui facit, ſemper Idem eſt. Ven. 
P. 240. Ed. Bened. 

Nihil enim in totum Diabolus in venitur feciſſe, videlicet cum 
& 5 Creatura ſit Dei, quemadmodum & reliqui Angeli. Ven. 

3 

See alſo Bull. D. F. Epilog. p. 297, 202, 

* Oe, 0 ve Al A. Salle vi, quνανẽe vn lute ute; 
ol, 1 4 Oulu vivo, 2 Mag xian, 5 Bac lacie YG TOLOUT @ egywrl, 5 
9s c G cut rte. Athan. Orat, 2. P- 489. 
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Pied after the Gnoſticks, and expoſed their 
uſe. Since they reſolved to make a Creature 
y, of the Son of God, they ſhould not have, 
owed Him any Power of Creating; but ſhould 
ve interpreted all thoſe Texts which ſpeak in 


our of! it, as the Socinians have done ſince, of 
er 4phorical Creation. That indeed had been 
el, and ſtraind enough; but accompanied 
ch leſs Abſurdity than the other. However, 


Wis uſe we may make of what the Arians ſo 
Wncrally granted; Firſt, to obſerve, that Scrip- 
Wc and Tradition muſt have appeared to run ve- 
W ſtrong, at that time, for it: And it may far- 
Jer ſhew, how eaſy and natural that Notion 
% be allowed to be, which ſo many could not 
ear expreſſing clearly and diſtinctly; even 
quently when, at the ſame time, they were 
out to affirm, and endeavouring to prove 
puething not very conſiſtent with it. But we 
Wall have more of this Matter in the following 
METICS, 0 


QUERY 
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Query, XII. 


Whether the Creator F all 7 "TIONS was not Hu 
1 5 uncreated ; and therefore could not be 
ce „ra, made out of nor hung. 


| "H IS and the four following Queries, a: 
you ſay, all, at moſt, but Argument; 
ad Ignorantiam, or Verecundiam, (p. 59.) 
put us upon determining Things, on either ſi 


not clearly revealed. To ſay the Truth, jul 


ſeem here to be very much perplex'd ; a 
therefore have reaſon to complain : And In 


not to expect any very clear and diſtin& AM 


ſwers. You admit ( p. 60.) that the Crean 
of all Things muſt be Himſelf uncreated. Md 
then: The Son is Creator of all Things; Ther 
fore He is uncreated. The premiſſes arc Boi 
your own ; The Concluſion mine: And, ot 
might think, it ſhould be yours too. But k 
are, it ſeems, very loth to come into it; 
diſcover a ſtrong Inclination to elude and * 
it; if it were any way poſlible for you to d 
it. Let us ſee what you can ſay; IF 
Scripture - Senſe be the true and only friſt 
- Senſe of the word, Creature, (to wit, itt 
viſible and inviſible Worlds brought into i 
mg by the Power of the Ay, or Son" 
God, in Subordination to the Will and Pow 


of the Father) then tis manifeſt that ii 


Aly, who thus created Them, muſt (ulu 


ever is the nature of his own Production 
Gent 


meration) be, in this way of ſpeaking, uncre- 
% This is ſomething myſterious. It is how- 
er very plain that you are ſtraining hard for 
me odd, peculiar Senſe of the word, Creature 
Created; which is to be called the Scripture- 
ſe and if this does not relieve you, all is 


„ 


You give us the Scripture- Doctrine of the 
eation; expreſſing both the Creation it ſelf, and 
e Perſon by whom it was wrought : and that 
hole Doctrine, tho ſet forth in many Words, 
du call the Screpture-Senſe of that One Word, 
Freature, or Created. As if I ſhould fay; the 
Wripture-Account of the Ark is, that it was made 
Noah; therefore the Scripture-Senſe of the 
ord, Ark, implies the making of it by Noah. 
Ir, the Scripture-Account of the Temple is, that 
was built by Solomon; therefore the Scripture- 
nſe of the word, Temple, ſuppoſes it to be 
dmcthing made by Solomon: And if there were 
er ſo many Temples beſides that one, yet They 
ould not properly be call'd Temples, ,unleſs 
uilt by Solomon. This is juſt as good as your 
retence, that creating does not ſignify ſimply, 
eating 5 but creating by the As/©.. Give me 
ave to ask whether the Jews, who kept their 
abbath in Memory of the Creation, and un- 
loubtedly took their Notion of it from OJcr7- 


denſe, as created by the Ac! If they did; 
Tharis a point I may make ſome uſe of another 
ime : If They did not; then the Scripture- 

Senſe 


ure, underſtood the word conſtantly in your 


— Sz — — 


— — — — = E 


therefore J hope you will not preſume , cithe 
to /ay, or to believe, that He is created. 


pture. Wherefore, if Scripture, by navi 
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Senſe of the word, Creature, before the comin 
of the Meſſhah, was ſomething different fro 
what you have given us. 1 ſhall only add, thy 
your pretended Senſe of the word Creature, 
Created, does not ſeem to have prevailed ſo ex 
ly as St. Johns Time. He tells us, all Thing 
were made by Him, that is, by the As .; an 
without Him, was not any Thing made thi 
was made, Might He not better have ſaid, i 
ſhort, all Things were created, neither was then 
any thing but what was created? It was perfedy 
needleſs, if your pretence be true, to infor 
Him; becauſe, in the Scripture-Senſe of th 
Word, it was implied, and the Addition of i 
only renders it 'Tantology. _ 

. You go on to ſay, it is, 1 think, for thi 
reaſon „ that the Scriptures never ſay tht 
He is created. Ingenuouſly confeſsd; and 


hl 
to the Reaſon you aſlign for it, it is met 
Fancy and Fiction: I hope, out of pure Re 
verence to the ſacred Mrit, you will bethun 
your ſelf of ſome better. You add, on the otbe 
Hand, that the Scriptures never ſay that I 
is uncreated; forgetting what you had acknov 
ledged, in the ſame Page, viz. That the Crea 
of all Things muſt be Himſelf uncreated, i 
an unavoidable conſequence in Reaſon : And 
that the As had created all Things pol 
admit, immediately after, as delivered in Sc" 


4 
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% Conſequence , does ſay, that He is uncreated; 
ope, Scripture does ſay it. The Scriptures , 
ery where, carefully keep up the Diſtinction 
tween Creator and Creature; and never con- 
hund Both in one. They tell us not of any Crea- 
re of the Father's, which is not a Creature of 
xe Hus alſo. They ſay, that all Things were 
ade by Him; and to be more e and 
Wnphatical, without Him was not any Thing 
ade that was made. How can this be if He 
limſelf was made? S zpſe Factus eſt, non per I. 


As to the Senſe of the Ante-Nicene Writers, 
h this particular, it is well known that they do 
wplicitely and conſequentially, almoſt every 


ay ſee ſome * Teſtimonies referred to in the 


xpreſs Words. I ſcruple not to put Origen 
mongſt Them : His Orthodoxy has been ef- 
ctually defended by the Incomparable Biſhop 
bu, in the Opinion of the ableſt and moſt 
partial Judges. The learned Doctor, n6twith- 
anding, has been pleaſed to revive the Diſpute 
bout Origens Sentiments: with what Succeſs, 
all be here examin'd, as briefly as may be. The 


* Athenagoras, Legat. p. 39. Ed. Ox. Ignat. ad Epheſ. c. 7: 
14. Ed. Ox. lrenæus, 1. 2. e. 25. p. 153. Ed. Bened. Orig. 


ret, Syn. N. p. 232. Dionylius Alexandr. apud Eund. 230. 
3. 257. Theognoſtus ——— apud Eund. 230. Methodius 


ud Phot. p. 959. Hippolytus (probably) de Theol. & Incarn. 


128. 
Words 


n ſimt omnia facta, ſed cætera; ſaith St. Auſtin. 


here, declare the Son to be wncreated. You 


argin, where they do it alſo directly, and in 


nr. Celf. J. C. p. 287, Dionyſ. Rom. apud Athanaſ. de De- 


ñq— ——— 
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Words of Origen, which * He lays hold on, ; 
theſe. , Hetoouraroy FT avruy F Sni mud; 
applied to the Son. Biſhop Bull, like a xi 
and a candid Man, who did not care to ſet w 
ambiguous Sentence againſt many plain one 
nor to make an Author manifeſtly inconſiſt 
without as manifeſt a neceſſity; rendred th 
Words, very rightly, Antienter than all Cru 
tures. The Doctor Himſelf is forc'd to e adm 
that the Words might bear this Conſtruction 
And yet © afterwards ſays, that Origen expre 
recton d the Son among the onpigeynuara, bd 
how expreſly * This can never be proved mer 
ly from the Force of #g:o6vraroy, as a Sn 
lative: unleſs Euſebius expreſly reckon'd the 
Son among Times and Ages; or * Fuſtin Ma 
tyr expreſly reckon'd the Pentateuch among 
profane Hiſtories: or the fame ® Fuſtin er 
preſiy reckon'd Moſes and the Prophets among 
the Wiſe - Men of Greece : which is ridic 
lous. The Superlative, we ſee, hath bee 
uſed ſomctimes Comparatively; and why 10 
by Origen? He may only appear to ſay, wii 
a Script. Dor. p. 184. 278. 282. alias 164. 245. 249. 

b Orig. contr. Celſ. 1. 5. p. 257. 50 

c Script. Doctr. p. 184. alias 164. 
d script. Doctr. p. 282. alias 249. 

e Harrs xegrs πνπν ahwwy meroeuraleg, De Laud. Conftatt 
c. 1. p. 501. Vale! 1 &) ard ahwvay £51 TEXNITY, W Xegves ng! 
Feeooureroy, Cyril. Alex. Dial. 2. de Trin. p. 446. | 
f 'Aggaro]arhky warn F ttubi Iso © Mabota; Irogie. Pa 
ren. c. 12. p. 70. Ed. Oxon. 85 | 
g INecoburares Mavons X) 04 Ane T6901 ) vey oraot arrest 
aeg vary co. Paren. C. 35. p. 118. Mc i- rd Hr 2 "ERP" 
ge. Euſeb, Prep. Evang. l. 14. c. 3. F 
98 ; 
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really does not. There is certainly a wide 
ference between verbally ſeeming to aſſert, 
d expreſſy aſſerting; as much as between be- 
o barely capable of ſuch a Senſe, and being ca- 
ble of no other Senſe. How then will the 
ned Doctor be able to make good his Preten- 
ns? He * alledges the whole Tenor of Origen v 
nion; in which he greatly miſtakes : For the 
hole Tenor of Origen, eſpecially in that Trea- 
ſe from whence the Paſſage is taken, is alto- 
ther contrary 3 as the Learned well know, 
d Biſhop Bull hath clearly ſhewn. But the 

octor has a farther Plea from a Paſſage in 
Athanaſius, which He ſeems to be much 
leaſed with; referring to it, once, and again; 
his Scripture- Doctrine. The principal Words 
e theſe: Toy % © rice xe, % Tacys r- 
22 dun. The Doctor thinks he has here 
covered a + Contra: diſtinction between © xri- 
ws (He neglects xvouo) and warns Cg arewy M- 
6% We are to ſuppoſe ærdens vaooauciws Of 
rover Extent and Signification than T@oys; xrioews 
ould have been: and, becauſe ανj jo goes a- 
"ng with it, we are to ſuppoſe that 9nugehnua 
vas underſtood, by Athanaſius, in a larger 
denſe than «Tio: Laſtly, we are to ſuppoſe that 
!thanaſius is, in this Inſtance, the beſt Interpre- 
er of Origen; tho it does not appear from Ori- 

*Scrip. Doctr. p. 184. alias 164. 

7 Trey paovey ei Ocoy abr, TL 3) Hirt xietõ, 3 rd 
Parts inpugey oy. Tis On gy £519 res A Y 6 WaIRYI0G Y ige 
viren d Worn golas, 6 © Xewss meurie; Orat. contr. Gent. 
39. Ed. Bened, + Script, Doctr. p. 184. alias 16. 
8 Sens 


the Ground. 


ſhould ſeem, that the ſame muſt hold, With t 


| #rpizeye anſwer, in the Similitude and Analogy, to xricad 6 


200 A DEFENSE Qy 


gens own Writings, that He knew any thing 
this peculiar Senſe of 9ugeſnua, but the Cy 
trary. The bare Recital of ſo many Suppoſitin 
advanc'd without Proof, or any Shadow of! 
might ſuthce for an Anſwer. But we may obſer; 
1. That if Athanaſius, being then a yay 
Man and an Orator, intended only to vary! 
Phraſe; either to be more emphatical, or to gi 
the better Turn and Cadence to a Period ( 
this might be all, for any thing that appears 
the contrary) then the Doctor's Criticiſin fall 


2. If any Contra. diſtinction was intended, 


ſpect 10 XUpioy and nu 8 the Conſequem 
whereof is, that God the Father is not «af 
ſo far and wide as He is 9ypusgyo. It will 
ſome Satisfaction to us, that if the Son be du 
nua, He has no Lord over Him. 
3. The conſtant uſe of 91pgoynue and du 
og, in other Authors, and even in * Athanuji 
Himſelf, and in this very f Treatiſe, is anotie 
ſtrong Preſumption againſt the Doctor's Criticiſ 


* See Athanaſ. de Decret. Syn. Nic. pag. 235. Where Ht 
preſly pleads that the Father cannot be ſaid to be Snuizeyos, Wi 
ſpebt of the Son. 2 

T Ta wn ovra tbeowmoinrav, Th Aid , Y x)(rav]o% axle du 
u πι eee avonlor x} dvorects, "Opotroy  & Tis 1d tgia Tl 
2 Texire Younarae, rd c Th Tory N, N, x cr h 
T T&TWY Onutz2yov x&aTATX ON, P. 46. The words Onwigeynualal 


xricmra, going before. Wherefore, I conceive, that, according 
Athanaſius, che Two former, when- underſtood with relation! 
God, are equivalent to the Two latter. 


4. Th 


N 


Suppoſition of ſuch a Senſe, as the Doctor would 
mpoſe upon Athanaſius, may be demonſtrably 
Fonfuted from the fame Treatiſe; nay, from the 
rery ſame Page where that remarkable Paſ- 
—_—W— 7-0-3554 vv wm 

For, you muſt know, that, if the Doctor 
nderſtands Him right, Al hanaſius included the 


her is ,,“. And fo the Son muſt be d- 
Hue according to Athanaſius. Not only 
o, but He muſt alſo come under 74715 Ypyr7s 
ag; Which, for the purpoſe, the learned Do- 
tor took care to render a// derivative Be- 
7, anſwering to his rendring of dypggynuc 
E aftcrwards, This might look fair and plauſible, 
kad we only that ſingle Sentence of Athanaſius 
o form a Judgment by: But it ſtands in a 
Pretty large Treatiſe 5; wherein we find that 
Htbanaſius is ſo far from ſuppoſing the Son to 
de uu, that He makes Him © womrns of all 
he inviſible Powers; nay and * dqwsgy95 78 ways 


eyes Taos Canoaciwc; and that therefore the 
earned Doctor may almoſt as reaſonably bring 
he Father in, among the d- Mu. of the 


tor makes uſe of, exempts the Son, clearly and 
preſly, from the Rank of ſuch derivative Be- 


„„ Pag. 43. p d Pag. 29. ; * 
7 


2, XII. of ſome QUERIES. 201 
4. The Conſequences following from the 


don under 74715 Sr , Whereof the Fa- 


ks, which, I think, comes to as much as d 


on, as vice verſa. To conclude; Athanaſins, 
rithin a few lines of that Paſſage which the Do- 


a Script, Dot. p. 4. alias p. 3. b Script. Doctr. p. 278. 


—— —— — 
— K — 
— -— p - 


inge, as the Doctor would place Him with 
* AN Hl £54 7 Mf, % ary Þ rica. 8 

much for Athanaſi us, and the Doctor's Criticiſm 
upon Him. Now, if you pleaſe, let Origen be 
Ours again, till you can better make out your 
Title to Him. I do not know that the Dodo 
has ſaid any thing conſiderable to weaken the E 
vidence of any other of the Authors, referr d tg 
in the Margin. So we may leave Them as They 
are; and proceed to amothe er _— 


_ Fay 


Quzny XII 


Whether tive. can be any Middle devs 
being made out of nothing, and out of ſome 
thing; that is, between being out of Nv 
thing, aud out of the Father's Subſtance; 
between being eſſentially God, and being 4 
Creature? Whether, conſe quently, „ the on 
rnuſt not be either een God, or elſe « 
Cree! RF | 


7 R E, again, q 1 laws: run two Querie 
11 into cne (being nearly allied to each 
other) for the conveniency of Method. Que 
ſtions of this kind you like not: [7 zs, you 
fay, "preſſing you to determine Things m 
clearly revealed: As if you had not deter 
mind already upon the Points in Queſtion; 
or were at all afraid of doing it. Permit me 
to fay, you have: determin'd : But becauſe the 


1 No P - | | 
"8 4 Con. 
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Toncluſion is too ſhocking to appear in broad 
Ferms, and two weak to bear; therefore you 
Rep it under Cover, and lay Colours upon it, 
e better to deceive and draw in an unwary 
cader : This is what I complain of. Let every 
eader be apprized, that the only Queſtion 
tween us is, whether His Creator and Re- 
ecmer, be a Creature, or no: and then the 
Muſe will be brought to a ſhort Iſſue; and it 
pill ſoon be ſeen where the Truth lies. It 
not tlrat I deſire to draw you into danger 
N Cenſire, of which you arc apprehen- 
We; 1 could not have a Thought . ſo mean: 
eſddes that J intended, and defired, for the 
greater freedom of debate, to be private: And 
Jou, perhaps; may be ſo ſtill, if you pleaſe: 
concerns every honeſt Man to have the 
Lauſe fairly laid open. While you are en- 
cayouring to expoſe the received Opinion, as 
huch as you are able, let your own be ſſiewn 
its true Colours, and then ſet againſt it; 
hat ſo we may the more eaſily judge, Which 
s the Advantage upon the Compariſon. You 
re very ſenſible, I doubt not, that the Argu- 
nents againſt the Son's being a Creature, bear 
pon you with ſuch Strength, Force, and full 
ht; that you had rather have the pinch 
f the Queſtion conceal'd from the Reader, or 
uſguiſed under other Terms. The Anticnt 
Arians, the immediate Succeſſors of Aris , 
Found it abſolutely neceſſary to refine upon 


Per Leader: to refine, I mean, in Language 3 
| Fa for 
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for their Faith was the fame. When the Wor 5 
was, in a manner their own; and when Thy du 
were fo far from fearing cenſure themſeve e 


that they imploy d the ſecular Power to * plun 
der, perſecute, and deſtroy as many as oppoſe 
Them; even then, Thoſe Men durſt not fi 
directly, that the Son of God was 4 Creatun 
We have Creed after Creed drawn up by Them; 
and Arius's Poſitions “ expreſly diſclaim'd h 
ſome of Them; though, at the ſame time, They 
meant the ſame Things. And what was the 
meaning of this wary Proceeding; this walking 
in diſguiſe, while they had nothing to fear from 
the. Powers in Being? The Reaſon is plain: 
Their Doctrine was new and © ſhocking to Chi 
ſtian Ears. It was not fit to appear in clex 
and plain Words. It was to be inſinuated only, 
in remote Hints, and dark Innuendo c. People 
Were to be decoy'd, and gradually drawn into: 
new Faith; which if they had fully underſtood 
and feen what it led to, they would immediate 
ly have deteſted. See to this purpoſe a e Paſlage 
of Hilary worth remarking ; which I have thrown 
into the Margin. Hrs WY wee | 


2 See Athanaſ. Vol. r. p. 110. 317. 321. 345. 362. 386. Hi 
lar. p. 1291. Baſil, Ep. 70, 71. 282. Greg, Nez, OIAt. 20.23. 
i ont i re 
b Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 176. 275. Vol. 2. p. 735. Socrat. l. 2. 

c. 10. Sozom. E. Hiſt, I. 3. c. 5. Epiphan. Hæreſ, 73. p. 845. 
c Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 234. 283. Alexand. Egiſt. Theod. H. 

P. 26. 30. F ee e 
- & Sf &thinal. e e,, SH. 
e Hujus quidem uſque adhuc Impietatis Fraude perficitur, ut 
jam ſab Antichriſti Sacerdotibus Chrifti Populus non occidat, dum 

Hoc putant Illi Fidei eſſe quod vocis eft, Audiunt Deum Thy 
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nne Arians, or Semi-Arians (for Both come 
) one at laſt) were ſo ſenſible that their Tenets 
ould not bear the Light, that they were 
red to diſguiſe and conceal them under Ca- 
polick Forms of Speech, with all imaginable 
Art and Subtlety; as was much complain'd of 
the Cathokcks, who abhorrd ſuch Artifces. 
he myſtery of theſe Diſguiſcs has been already 
ntimated. Had they venturd to ſpeak out, 
ey could not have deceived any great Num- 
ders. The greater part of their deluded Fol- 
owers were blinded and hood- wink'd ; and 
adly knew, what their Leaders intended, or 
rhither they were driving. Theſe were the 
Arts, by which Arianiſin prevailed; and yet 
hardly prevailed above Forty Years. Whether 
heſe, or the like prudential Reaſons, determine 
ſome now. to proceed with the like Caution, 
and to avoid declaring, in Terms, that the Son 
of God is a Creature, I know not. But this 
I know, that every careful Reader ought to be 
well apprized of the Tendency of your main 
Doctrine. It. ſhould be told, that you aſſert, 
though not directly and plainly yet tacitely 
and conſequentially, that the Maker, Redeemer, 


tum; putant eſſe quod dicitur. Audiunt Filium Dei ; putant | in 
Dei Nativitate inefſe Dei Veritatem. Audiunt Ante Tempora, 
putant id ipſum Ante Tempora, eſſe quod Semper eſt. Sandctio- 
res Aures plebis quam Carda dacerdotum. Hilar. pag. 1266. 
dee alſo Sozom. E. H. I. 3. c. 5. 

* Athanaſ. p. 235. 224. 895. Theod. E. H. p. 27. Socrat. 
EH. l. 2. c. 45. Sozom. E. H. I. 4. c. 29. Epiphan. Here. 
73. p. $45. Gregor, Nazianz. Orat. 11. p. 387. 


P 3 and 


ut 


1 


206 A DEFENSE Qu. XII 


and Judge of the whole World, is no more than 
a Creature; is mutable, and corruptible ; de. 
pends entirely upon the Fayour and good Pler 
ſure of God; has a precarious "Exiſtence: and 
dependent Powers, finite and limited; and ig 
neither ſo perfect in his Nature, nor fo & 
alted in Privileges, but that it is in the Fa. 
ther's Power, according to his own good Plex 
ſure, to create Another equal, or evcn'ſuperior, 
to Him. Theſe are your Tenets, if you pleaſe 
to ſpcak out; and theſe, in the main, are what 
Arius, being a plain open, and conſiſtent 
Man, at the beginning, very frankly pro- 
feſsd. But, if theſe Poſitions appear ſo harſh 
and ſhocking, that you your Selves, who 
admit Them, do not care to own them in 
plain Terms; it may be very excuſable in 
Others to contradict Them; and to aſſett, 
upon ſo great Evidences of Truth, from Sci 
pture and Antiquity, that God the Son i; 
znfinitel) removed from the Condition of a 
Creature; is Tea, 5 rruh, and eſſential) 
God. 
You have, perhaps , ſome few ſpecious Dif 
ficulties to urge againſt a Trinity in Unity, 
eternal Generation, or the like; points too 
ſublime for Men, or, it may be, Angels to 
comprehend. But why muſt theſe be thought 
to weigh down the many and unanſwerable 
Objections againſt your own Scheme ; or be 
eſteem d ſufficient to bear up againſt the united 
Voice of Scripture and Catholick Antiquity, 
no 


— > W T7 


— 


yu, XII. of ſome QUERIES. 207 


o where aſſerting that the Son of God is 
Creature; but every where intimating, in- 


culcating, proclaiming, that He is the Crea- 
or, Preſerver, and Suſtainer of all Things; 


ery and eternal God? You'll pardon me 
his Excurſion, neceſſary to give the com- 
mon Reader a juſt Idea of the Diſpute be- 


wixt us; and of the true State of the Que- 


jon. A Stranger in this Controverſy, find- 


Ing how near we come to each other in ex- 


reſſiow, might be apt to wonder wherein” we 


Hiffer, or what it is that we diſpute about; not 
Wbcing aware of the Artifice you make uſe of, in 


giving an Uncatholick meaning to Catholic 


FEpreſſions. We ſay; the Son is not Se 


xiſtent, meaning that He is not Unoriemate : 


vou do not only ſay the ſame, but contend for 


it; meaning, not eceſ/arily-exiſting. We ſay, 
not unoriginate, meaning that He is not the 


Head or Fountain, not the firſt Perſon of the 
Trinity: You take up the very ſame Word, 


and zealonfly contend that the Son is not un- 


loriginate; underſtanding it in refpe&t of Time, 


or Duration, We ſay, the Son is ſubordinate, 
meaning it of a Subordination of Order, as is 
juſt, and proper: Vou alſo lay hold of the word 
Subordinate, and ſeem wonderfully pleas d with 
it; but underſtanding by it, an Inferiority of 
Nature. We ſay, that the Son is not abſolute- 
ly ſupreme nor independent, intimating thereby 
that He is Second in Order as a Son, and has 
no ſeparate, independent Exiſtence from the 

Xl LY P 4 Father, 


| 
[ 
f 


x 
j 
. 
4 
; 
N 
| 
* 
1 
0 
> 


verbal Agreement, there is as wide a Difference 
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Father, being co-eſſentially: and co-eternally oWieki 
with Him: you alſo take up the ſame Worch 
interpret them to a lo Senſe, and make the 
Son an inferior dependent Being; dependny 
at firſt on the Hill of the Father for his Fx. 
iſtence, and afterwards for the continuance 
it. This is the way you chuſe to inſinuat 
your Heterodoxy into weak Readers. In the 
mean while, notwithſtanding our ſeeming ot 


between what You teach and We, as between 
finite and infinite, mutable and immutable, 
dependent Creature and the eternal God. From 
what hath been ſaid, you may perceive what the 
Conceſſions of Catholicks, which the. Doctor of 
ten boaſts of, amount to. The Catholichs have 
uſed ſome. Phraſes, in a good Senſe, which att 
ful Men have peryerted ta a bad one: That is 
All che Cie. Ul rem: ĩðͤ ws 5 
Lou was to find a medium between being 
eſſentially God, and being a Creature : or clic Noi 
to declare in plain Terms, that the Son is 1 
Creature. A medium you find not, nor indeed Wi! 
can there be any: And yet, inſtead of frank e 
ly acknowledging ſo plain and manifeſt a Truth, e 
you are pleas'd to ſhift, double, and wind about, Int 


in a manner unbecoming a grave Diſputant, or t 
a ſincere and ingenuous Writer. In the firſt Ne 


place, you put on an Air of Courage, and give WW" 
me one Caution, viz. not to ſay or attempt '0 
prove, that every Being that is derived muſt 0 
[7 for that reaſon, a Creature, for fear of Wo 
1 5 95 making 
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ring my own Notion, which ſuppoſes the: 
generated, that is, derived, to fayour the 
ans: But, admitting the Son to be derived, 
it may be underſtood in a Catho/ick Senſe, 
what is that to your Purpoſe ? Does not 
y Argument turn upon the Words, out of 
wh ? Point me out any Being fo derived, 
Being which now is, and once was not; and. 
ny Him to be 4 Creature, if you can. But 
du go on; As to what is ſaid in the Queries, 
at either the Son of God muſt be the Indivi- 
al Subſtance of the Father, or elſe ig ox 
, with the Arians; 1 anſwer, if both Scri- 
ure and Reaſon clearly demonſtrate that the 
pn is not the Individual Subſtance of the Fa. 
ber, 1 muſe look to that Conſequence,” if it 
ONGC « | 
Here, at a frrait- i uſual) the word Indivi- 
al comes in; a word capable of ſeveral 
geanings; and ſo neceſſary to help Inven- 
on, that you would often be at a loſs what 
d ſay, if you wanted that poor pretence for 
Equivocation. It is evident, that you all along; 
Wc the Word in a dJabe/han Senſe, different 
om what either the School men, or more 
tient Catholicks intended by it. The thing 
hich I aſſert is this; that you muſt either own 


0 42'2 © — 89, Sa — OCD 


* 


tee Son to be of the ſame undivided Subſtance 
e * the Father; or elſe declare Him @ Crea-. 
0 If you deny the former, you muſt, of 
| 3 admit the latter; and you really 


lo 0. The conſequence Toy arc to look to, as 
: neceſ. 
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neceſſarily flowing from your Premiſſes; wh 
you pretend to found on Scripture and Reafy 
without any ground or warrant from cither. 1 
ate reſolved, it ſeems, to diſown the certainty, 
the Disjunction, (p. 61.) ſo afraid you are q 
determining the Son to be 4 Creature, ig ch ins 
Let us hear what a Diſputant may have to ple 
againſt a Thing as clear and evident a8 "any Ax 
om in Geometry. 

. You ſay, * The Nicene -Fathire thought l 
Son to be neither the g#ia Ts were, The Si 
Stance of rhe F. alher, nor e ca wry, but or 
gig TS mare, from the Subſtance of t 
Father. The Nicene Fathers explain thei 
meaning, both in the Creed itſelf, and in the / 
 nathemas annex d to it; determining the 90 
to be no Creature, nor a different God fron 
he Father; but of the ſame undivided Subſtand 
with Him, God of God, Light of Light, C. 
ſubſtantial with Him, and a diſtine Perſon fog 
Him. 

| Next, you ſay, you dave not V determine th 

God produced all Things, or any Thin 
( feriftly and metaphyſically Braking ) out 0 
Nothing. Extreme Modeſty! That you dat 
not determine whether God has properly -cre4 
ed any Thing; or whether all Things were nd 
neceſſe rily-exiſting. Matter it ſelf may han 
been co-eval and co. eternal with God the f 
ther; Any thing, it ſeems, but his own below! 
and only-begotten Son: Or elſe why are you i 


| hy 


* See Dr. Clarke's Reply to the Convocation, p. 29. 
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at other times, of acknowledging His Etcr-' 
5 Or why ſo reſolute in diſputing againſt it? 
eternal Hon, methinks, is much better Senfe 
an eternal Subſtance, not divine, and a Son 
de out of it; which is what you muſt mean, or 
an nothing. But to proceed: You add, How 
d brings _— into real Exiſtence we know 
þ, becauſe we know not their Eſſences. There- 
e, I ſuppoſe, we know not, whether He brings 
m into Exiſtence at all; or whether they had a 
ing before they were created. That's the Con. 
uence you intend, if any thing to the purpoſe. 
u go on: Or whether it be a Contradictian 
predicate Exiſtence of them before their come 
into that State which they now are in, and 
ich we call their Creation, we know nat. Ve- 
ignorant! And yet you can be poſitive in 
ings, which you know a great deal leſs of; 3. 
ſuming to make the Generation of the Son of 
1 Temporat; ; and determining it * a Contra 
tion to predicate Exiſtence of Him before His. 
neration. Such things as theſe carry their 
n Confutation with chem; and only ſhewy 
it Truth is too ſtubborn to bend. Let it be 
then plainly, and without Diſguiſe, that 
Son of God is. either Conſubſtantial With 
dd the Father; or elfe a Creature. There is 
d medium, neither can'there be any; conſiſtent, 
th Scripture, and with the Truth and Reaſon 
Things, This being ſertled ,” our Diſpute 


Pag. 51. 63, 
may 
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may be brought into a narrower Compaſs; * 7 
we may hereafter diſmiſs doubtful and d arbiguy ler 
Terms. | 


Quere XIV. 


Whether Dr. Clarke , who every. Ho da 
the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, as alſul 
and contradictory, does not, of C onſequen 
affirm the Son to be a Creature, er cu ond 
and ſo fall under his own Labem, and is ſi 
condemnt'd ? 


"T hath been queſtion'd by ſome , 1 wheth 
Dr. Clarke has really given into the 4ria 
Scheme, or no. From what He ſaith „ in ſom 
places of his Scripture- Doctrine, (particulah 
* Prop. 14. and 16.) one might imagine that Hg 
ſtood Neuter, neither determining for, nor againl 
the Catholick Faith, in that Article: But, fron 
his declaring f expreſly againſt the Conſ#ubſtanti 
lity of the Son, whether Specifick or Individu, 
en which he allows no znedium) and fron 
his reckoning the Son among the On pg part 
(though he gives an artificial Gloſs; to it;) 2 
alſo from his excluding the Son out of the On 
Godhcad; from theſe Conſiderations „to men 
tion no more, it is exceeding clear, that Heh 
determin d againſt the Church, and declared fo 
Arianiſm. He has, by neceſſary Conſequence 


3M Script. Doctr. p. 276. 279. 
See Script. Doctr. p. 465. firſt Ed. 


SS 


aſſerted 


{reed the Son to be > c cr; which is the 
ry Eſſence and CharaQeriſtick of Arianiſin. By 
doing, He is Self-condemn'd (See Prop. 14.) un- 


d affirming the ſame thing, implicitely and con- 
quentially, be juſt and good. It is unaccount- 
dle to me, how there comes to be ſuch a charm 
Words, that a Man ſhould be blameable for 
ying a Thing of this Nature, plainly. and di- 


onſequentially, without any fault at all. Doth 


Dr was Arius more culpable for ſaying, the Son 
ras a Creature, and from nothing, than Ano- 
er who ſays, He is not Conſubſtantial with 
he Father, nor One God with Him, or the like ; 
yhen it is ſo very manifeſt, and hath been pro- 
ed aboye, that they are only different Expreſ- 
ons of the ſame Thing? I can think but of three 


otives) why any Man ſhould condemn Arius 
or declaring the Son to be er ox . Either 
decauſe the Propoſition is falſe; or becauſe it is 
ſubious; or becauſe it is not, in expreſs Words, 
ontain'd in Scripture. WE Rh 

If the Doctor believed it Falſe, He could not, 


(would. bear too hard upon many of the Do- 
dors Fifty Five Propoſitions, The g 
whi 
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k affirming a thing expreſly be highly blameable; 


ly, which He may affirm indireQly and 


e Offence lie only in Sounds or Syllables > 


Reaſons (J ſpeak not of particular Views, or 


conſiſtently, diſown the Confubſtantiality and 
oeternity ; If He thought it dubious, He muſt. 
haye obſerved a Newtrality in this Controverſy; 
which He has not done: The Third Reaſon 


— ——— — — — 
— £ 
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which I draw from theſe Premiſſes, purſuant toy 
Query laid down, is, that the learned Door, 
condemning Aris, has implicitely condemy; 
Himſelf. It was as neceſſary to take notice of thi 
as it is to take off Diſguiſes, and to prevent: 
Reader's being miſled by fair Pretences. [y 
Things appear what they really are, without 
or Colouring; and then, if you can make ay 
Advantage of em, in God's Name, do ſo; and, 
your Cauſe be juſt, it will thrive the better fot 
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Whether He alſo muſt not, of con ſequence; afin 
of the Son, that there was a Time when H 
Was not, ſiuce God muſt exiſt before the Ct 
ture; and therefore is again Self-condemil 
-. (See Prop. 16. Script. Doctr.) And whethn 
. He does not equivocate in ſaying, * elſewhen, 
that the ſecond Perſon has been always with 
. the Firſt; and that there has been no Time 
. when He was not ſo: And laſtly, whetheri 
be not a vain and weak: Attempt to pretend 
to any. middle way between the Orthodox an 

the Arians; or to carry the Son's Divinity tt 

_ leaſt higher than oy did, without taking 

The Conſubſtantiality®—" © © - , © 


Could have been willing to have had this, and 
other the like Queries, relating mote to tis 
Doctor Himſelf, than to the Cauſe, drop d. Bu, 
»Scrip. Doctr. p. 438. firſt Ä. 

ſince 
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ce you have thought fit to publiſs Them, 
ſuming your ſelf able to defend the Doctor 
very Thing; you have brought a kind of 
eſſity upon me, of ſhewing how little 


icular; and that the Doctor will ſtill want 
je better Advocate. „ 
He condemns, in his * Scripture- Dot vine, 
hoſe who pretending to be wiſe above what 
written, and intruding into Things which 


it there WAS A TIME WHEN THE SON WAS 
br. Who would think, after this, that He 
ould be the Man who ſhould preſame-to do it? 
t nothing is more evident than that He denies 
Eternity of the Son; which is the very 
ge as to affirm, that there was a Time when 
We: I; was not. He denics it, by plain Con- 


was ſhewn under the laſt Query; and be- 
les, He expreſly ſays, in his | Comments on 
> Athanaſian Creed (which contain what 
imſelf ſubſcribes to) that Here are not three 
ral Perſons. It muſt indeed be own, 
tin his Paper laid before the Biſhops, July 2. 
714. He profeſſes that the Son was eternally 


e Father. But, after a Friend of his had 
(covered ſome uneaſineſs at that Paſſage, as 
king like a Retraction of his former Opi- 
prop. 6. p. 279. alias 246. Script. Doctr. p. 429. 
uw tart is leſt out in his ſecond Edition, n 


ond you have for your Aſſurance in this 


y have not ſeen, have preſumed to affirm, 


quence, in ſuppoſing the Son to be g ch er 


gotten by the eternal Will and Power of 
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nion, and as admitting the Son's Eternity, 
* took care to explain it away, and to fil 
that, tho He had ſaid the Son was eterny 
| begotten, He did not mean it in the ſtrict y 
proper Senſe. © My Intention, ſays He, y 
«'not to aſſert any thing different from y 
<« I had before written; but only to ſhey d 
c did not in any of my Books teach ( as b 
« by many been induſtriouſly reported) f 
« Doctrine of Aris (viz. that the Son 
* God was a Creature made out of Nothin 
juſt before the Beginning of the World) h 
that He was begotten Eternally, that is, wit 
“ out any Limitation of Time, (agli. «4 
" Xeavay Hhwvial, Weuuwvinc, es WAYTW) duale 
© in the incomprehenſible Duration of the þ 
<«' ther's Eternity. This is too plain to need a 
/ꝶ%% oo 9 7255 -:: 
I ſhall only obſerve to the Reader, how t 
Doctor ſingles out one particular Point, wh 
in He differs from Arius; whereas it is jult 
queſtionable whether that was Ariuss ſett 
Opinion or no. Any one that will be at ti 
pains to read over Ariuss Letters, extant 
I Theodorit and + Athanaſius, will caſily i 
that the principal Thing which ſtuck with Hit 
was the 7 did Or Tue iduy, the ſtrict Et 
nity or Co-eternity of the Son. As to og 
leſſer Matters, He would eafily have compoull 
ed with the Catholicks; and would nevet nl. 
* Letters, Numb. 8. „„ Bb Þ 1; 656-7 
t De Synod. Arim. p. 729. ER } 
12 - ſcruple 


crupled, in the leaſt, to carry the point as 
igh as the Doctor docs. He was content, for 


he Son was not, without defining the preciſe 


nake it the more clearly appear, that He was 


e Doctor explains his own Senſe of Eternity 


ot be uſed, in this Caſe, at all, or uſed in their 
we and proper Senſe, You Apologize for it, 
far as the Matter will bear: But it would be 
iſer, and better, and more ingenuous, to give 


ave to ſay. 
God could eternally aft, that is, could in 


erciſe his eternal Power and Will in pro- 


cmg Beings.— and therefore _ aiftintt 


" Epiſt, apud Athanaſ. p. 730. 
Thanaſ. ibid. Theod. c. 5. p. 27. 
Confeſſ. Arii, & Euz apud Sozom. 12. c. 27. p. 395 
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b0 moſt part, to ſay, There was a Time hem 
Winc of his Generation, or Creation. 10 


erfectly of the Doctor's Sentiments, in this par- 
icular, it 1s obſeryable that He uſes nearly the 
ery ſame Words, which the Doctor does ; 
* Axgluos, f v οον * 760 AV), . 2 
Ayr F wiwywy) Words, tho not exactly the 
ume, yet full as high and ſtrong as Thoſe which 


jy. So that the Doctor has no reaſon to diſ- 
im Arius; or to endeavour to perſuade the 
Vorld that He differs from Him in any thing 
aterial relating to this Controverſy. But to 
turn: The words eternal, always, or the like, 
e plain Engliſh Words; and ſhould either 


at Point up. Let us hear, however, what you 


point of eee of his own Exiſtence 
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from the one ſupreme God may be ſaid to þ 
Eternal, as far as we are able to reaſon about 
Eternity (I mean as it is a negative Iu) 
ſo that we cannot conceive Time when thy 
were not, (p. 61.) What a number of Word 
are herc, only to tell us, in a round about wy, 
that the Son is 20t Eternal. What is this 1. 
ative Eternity, but no Eternity? And h 
are not Angels, or Arch-angels called Eternal 
ſince we know not preciſely when they wer 
made, nor in what Time they began to exit; 
which is all the meaning of this new fort of 
Eternity? Beſides, is not every Creature pro 
duced in ſome Point of Duration, in whid 
God exerciſes his eternal Power and Will up 
on them? Are they therefore Eternal ? As to 
your intimating of the Son, that we cant 
conceive Time when He was not; it is no 
true, upon your Principles. We can conceire 
it as well of Him, as of any other Creature, 
Angel, or Arch-angel; if He was made in Time, 
that is, if He was made at all. We can con 
ccive, and muſt conceive, that there were Millions 
and Millions of Ages backwards; an Eternit), 
a parte ante, before He came into Being. 
hope, you intended not any Equiyocation il 
the word, Time: But if you did, it is onf 
putting Duration in the room of it, and thel 
all will be right. The Arians would have bee 
content to have had but one ment of Tiny 
admitted for the Father to be prior, and t0 
Mill the Exiſtence of the Son. This "Y 
. 3 a 
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| haye been enough to make the Generation of 
the Son ſit eaſy upon their Minds. But the Miſ- 
fortune was, that one Moment's Priority of 
Time muſt infer an infinite Priority. The A. 
rians ſaw it, and ſubmitted to it: The Catho- 
Flicks abhorr'd the Thought, and could not bear 
I the Impiety of making the Son of God a Crea- 
_— 

You endeayour to ſhew chat Dr. Clarke takes 
a middle way between the Orthodox and the 
Arians ; by which you only happen to ſhew 
how little you have been acquainted with the 
Forms, Ou , and Confeſſions of the Antient 
Arians. The firſt * Inftance you give of the 
Doctors middle Way, is, that He does not plain- 
ly and direAly ſay that the Son was created; He 
denies Him to be g cox. array. But herein, Be 
only copies after many of the Antient Arians; 
who, when accus d by the Catholicks of mak- 
ing the Son a Creature, rejected the Charge 
with great Diſdain, having this Reſerve, + nor 
F Creature like other Creatures which are creat- 
on Wed mediately by the Aly &.: the fame Eva- 
ſon, which you are pleasd to adopt for your 
Non, (. 60.) And it was t frequent with the 
| 08 4rians to deny the Son to be # cx wrwvs of 
even to Anathematize thoſe that ſhould affirm 
It, A ſecond Inſtance you give, of the Doctors 
heel 
1 pag. 60. + See Socrat. E. H. I. 2. c. 10. p. 73. 
1 0 blieron. Dial. contr. Lucif. p. 300. 


i | See Arian Creeds, Athanaſ: p. 738. Socrat. I. 2. C8. 19. 392 2 
ould sozom. l. 3 c. 11. 


hae 2 4 tefining 
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refining upon the Arians, is in the point of the 
Son's Eternity, (p. 61.) But I have ſhewn you 
that He does not ſo much as go beyond Aris Him 
ſelf, in that Point: Beſides that the * Antient A7 
ans condemn'd thoſe that ſhould preſume to ſay 
that there was a Time when the Son was not, 

_ equiyocating upon the word, Time. Both you 
Inſtances, you ſee, fail you, being neither of them 
ſufficient to the purpoſe. 

But, to ſet this Matter in a ſomewhat cleare: 
Light, it may not be improper, in this Place, to 
exhibit a Draught or Repreſentation of the Aria 
Tenets or Principles; by which it will appear what 
Arianiſm really is, when purſued in its remotel 
Conſequences 3 and what the Difference is be. 
tween Thoſe who only admit ſome part of it ( 

the Doctor and your Self ) and Thoſe who receiv 
the whole. 


b Poſitions of e or other of the Arians, 
in reſpect of the Son. 


x. Not © Conſubſtantial with God the Father. 

2, Not © Co-eternal, however begotten be 

forc all Ages, or without any KnOWN Limitation of 
8 

3 Ofa Aiſtinct inferior N ature, however other 

wiſe perfectly like the Father. | 


2 See Arian Creeds, Athanaſ. p. 738. Socrat. . 2. c. 18, 19. 
Sonom. 1. 3. CIT. 


b Athanaſ. p. 282. 398. 728. Sozom. I. 1. c. 15. Theod. 


Hzret, Fab. l. 4. c This was agreed to unanimouſly. 
d This Point diſputed by the Pſathy rians. Theod, Heret. Fad, 


J. 4. C. 4: P p33: 
F 4. No 


* * 
— 
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hog of the Father's Divinity. 
5. 1 Creature of the Father's, however un- 


E like to the reſt of the Creatures, or ſuperior to 
Them. | 
6. * Not like the Father; but in Nature and 

| Subſtance, like other Creatures. 


7. | Made in Time ; there having been a Time 


_ He was not, make from N othing. 


8. + Far inferior to the Father in Knowled ge, 


i power, and Perfections. 
9. Mutable in his Nature, as a Creature, tho | 
| unchangeable by Decree. 
10. Dependent on the good Pleaſure of the 
Father, for his paſt, preſent, and future Being. 
11. Not knowing the Father perfectly, nor 


Himſelf. His Knowledge being that of a Crea- 


| ture, and therefore finite. 


12. Made a little before the World was 


Theſe are the Arian Principles brought down 
thor and Founder of the Sect, ſeems to have 


indeed, all of them, except the laſt, hang toge- 


* This denied by all bat thoſe called Anomæsans. 
T This denied, in Vords, by many. 


following Propotions. 


4. Not ſtrittly and eſſentially God, but par- 


made; and for the fake of Thoſe that ſhould be 
| after Him. 


as low, as they can well go. Aris, the Au- 
gone through all thoſe Steps, at the firſt: And 


ther; and are but the neceſlary Conſequences 6 


t Few bold enourh to maintam expreſly this, or any of the 


Q 3 ; | of 


4 
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refining upon the Arians, is in the point of the 
Son's Eternity, (p. 61.) But I have ſhewn yon 
that He does not ſo much as go beyond Arius Him. 
ſelf, in that Point: Beſides that the Antient Ar; 
ans condemn'd thoſe that ſhould preſume to (a, 
that there was a Time when the Jon was not, 

equiyocating upon the word, Time. Both your 
Inſtances, you ſee, fail you, being neither of them 
ſufficient to tlie purpoſe. 

But, to ſet this Matter in a ſomewhat clear 
Light, it may not be improper, in this Place, to 
exhibit a Draught or Repreſentation of the Aria 
Tenets or Principles; by which it will appcar what 
Arianiſm really is, when purſued in its remote 
Conſequences; and what the Difference is be 
tween Thoſe who only admit ſome part of it (s 

the Doctor and your Self) and Thoſe who receie 
the whole. 


CA 


: Poſitions of ſome, or other of the Arians, 
in reſpect of the Son. 


1. Not © Conſubſtantial with God the Father. 
2, Not © Co-eternal, however begotten be. 
fore all Ages, or without any Kon Limitation of 
p & * 
3. Ofadiftin# inferior N. ature, however other 
wiſe perfectly like the Father. 


68 — 23 


— 


= See Arian Creeds, Athanaſ, p. 738. Socrat. }, 2. c. 18, 19. 
Sozom: , 

b Athanaſ. p. 282. 398. 728, Sozom. I. 1. c. 15. Theod 
Hzret. Fab 1. 4. This was agreed to unanimouſly. | 
This Point diſputed by the Plathyrians. Theod, Hæret. Fad, 


I. 4. c. 4 P Saks 
8 "ho 4, Not 


CS 4 
— 


J 


f ig of the Father's Divinity. 

. "A Creature of the Father's, however un- 
like to the reſt of the Creatures, or ſuperior to 
Them. 


| Subſtance, like other Creatures, 
| 7. + Made in Time; there having been a Time 
1 whe He was not, made from N othing. 

8. + Far inferior to the Father in Knowledge, 
Power, and Perfections. 


| unchangeable by Decree. 
Father, for his paſt, preſent, and future Being. 


| Himſelf. His Knowledge being that of a Crea- 
| tyre, and therefore finite. 


made; and for the ſake of Thoſe that ſhould be 
after Him. 


| Theſe are the Arian Principles brought down 
of WF thor and Founder of the Sect, ſeems to have 


r. indeed, all of them, except the laſt, hang toge- 


wh * This denied by all bat thoſe called Anomæans. 
f This denied, in Words, by many. 


Hainz Propoſitions. 


lot 
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4. Not ſtritHy and eſſentially God, but par- 


6. Not lite the Father; but in Nature and | 


9. Mutable in his Nature, as a Creature, tho 
10. Dependent on the good Pleaſure of the 


11. Not knowing the Father perfectly, nor 


12. Made a little before the World was 


as low, as they can well go. Arms, the Au- 
gone through all thoſe Steps, at the firſt: And 


ther; and are but the neceſſary Conſcquences 


t Few bold enough to maintam expreſly this, or any of the 


Q 3 : of 
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of each other. Thoſe that ſtop'd in the mid. 
way , or ſooner, might be more pious and mo. 
deſt; but leſs conſiſtent Men. A little Expe. 
rience convinc'd, as well Arms Himſelf, a; 
his Followers, that thoſe Poſitions, all together, 
were too grating upon, and too ſhocking to 
every pious Chriſtian at that Time. And ets 
fore (without conſidering how one depended 
on another; or how a Principle could be main. 
tain'd, and yet its plain, neceſſary Conſequences 
diſown'd) they immediately went to work, to 
cut off what ſhould appear moſt offenſive, and 
retain only what might ſound tolerably; eſpe. 
cially when worded in ambiguous, or C atholick 
Terms. 

The nine laſt Particulars were, for ſome time, 
and by the Arians in general, waved, drop, 
not inſiſted on (as being too groſs to take) 
or elſe artfully inſinuated only, under ſpeci 
ous and plauſible Expreſſions. The firſ# They 
all own'd, and inſiſted the moſt upon; having 
many Pretences to urge againſt Conſubſtanti. 
ality, cither Name, or Thing, The ſecond 
and third They . divided upon, as to the 
way of Expreſſion: ſome ſpeaking their Minds 
plainly, others with more reſerve; not ſo 
much denying the Co-efernity, as forbcaring 
to affirm it. This was the method which tho 
Arians took to propagate their Hereſy. We 
need not wonder if they were often forcd 
to make uſe of Colluſions, Equivocations, and 
double Entendres. For, being obliged, i 

car 


6 
| 
ö 
| 
| 
| 
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ear of Offence, to uſe Catholic Words, though 
K-ithout a Catholick meaning; and to maintain 
Nneir main Principle, without ſeeming to main- 
Ein its neceſſary Conſequences; (nay, ſeeming 
o deny and reject them) it could not be other- 
Ewike, And not only the Catholicks frequently 
Komplain of thoſe ſmooth Gentlemen, but ſome 
even of their * own Party could not endure ſuch 
Phuffling; thinking it became honeſt and ſin- 
cere Men, either to ſpeak out, or to ſay no- 
thing. Of this kind were Aetius, and Euno- 
nus, with their Followers, called Anomæans 
and Exoucontii, being indeed no other, in re- 
Wpct to the Son's Divinity, than ſuch as Arius 
as at firſt; and ſpeaking almoſt as plainly and 
bluntly as He did. After the Diſguiſes, and 
Softenings, and Colourings had been carried on 
ſo long, till all Men of Senſe ſaw plainly that it 
was high time to leave off trifling, and to come 
from Words to Things; and that there was no 
Medium , but either to ſettle into Orthodoxy, or 
to fit down with the pure Arians and Anomeans, 
(if they would determine any Thing, and be 
E/incere and conſiſtent Men) ſome choſe the for- 
mer, and ſome the latter, according as they 
more inclined to one way, or the other. There 
Is certainly no Medium betwixt Orthodoxy and 
Arianiſm (for f Semi-Arianiſm, if fo under- 


* See Epiphan. Hæreſ. 76. p. 916. e f 
Semi- Arianus, & Semi- Deus, & Semi- Creatura perinde mon- 
ſtra & portenta ſunt, quæ Sani & Pii Omnes merito exhorrent. 


Ball. D. F. Þ. 284. 1 . 
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ſtood, is perfect Non: ſenſe and Contradidtion 
there being no Medium between God and Cry 
fure, between Unmade and Made. Men ma 
conceal their Sentiments, ſuppreſs Conſequence, 
and ſpeak their Minds but by Halves; and ſ0 
one Arian may be more cautious, or more art 
ful than Another : But, in truth and reality 
every Man that diſowns the Conſubſtantialit, 
rightly underſtood, is as much an Arian, as Eu 
nomius or Aetius, or any of the Antient Aria 
were; or even as Arius Himſelf, excepting only 
ſome few Particulars, which were not his ſtand. 
ing and ſettled Opinions. 

In fine, there is but one middle way to take 
between the Orthodox and the Arians, and 
That is, to avoid determining on cither ſide; to 
leave the point in medio, and to ſuſpend aſlent 
to either; to believe as much, and as high, 
any of the Arians did; and as to the ſt nei. 
ther to believe, nor disbelieve it. But this 
is not the Caſe, either with the Doctor, or your 
Self. You have declared againſt the Conſub- 
ſtantiality, aad the proper Divinity of Chiilt, 


as well as Co eternity: And are therefore ſo 


far from refining upon, that you really come 
ſhort of many of the Antient Arians; tho, to 
do you Juſtice, you are the more conſiſtent 
with your ſclves for it. I have now ſuffici 
ently vindicated every part of the Quer); 
having ſhewn, that the Equivocation, in reſpec 
of the Son's Eternity, is juſtly chargeable up- 


on the Doctor; and that He has not ob | 


ſerycd 
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rved a neutrality in this diſpute; nor carried 


n 

1 e point higher than the Antient Arians; but 
s really, and fully given into their Senti- 
eh ents; and therein determin'd againſt the Ca- 
het Church. The uſe which I make of 


is, at preſent, is to obſerve to the Reader: 
8 :. That the Doctor has not invented any new, 
more excellent Scheme than was 7hought of, 


puſiderd, and condemn d, near 1400 Years 
70, by a very wiſe, numerous, and unbyalsd 
ouncil. 2. That He cannot juſtly cite any 
atholick, Poſt - Nicene Writcr, (nor perhaps 
Ynte-Nicene ) as certainly favouring his mam 
doctrine. 3. That his Attempt to reconcile the 
icene and Athanaſian Creeds to Arianiſm, 
drm d in direct Oppoſition to it, is endeavouring 
d bring Light and Darkneſs, and the moſt irre- 
oncilable Inconſiſtencies to meet together. This 
br the preſent: The future uſe I ſhall make 
f it, is to come directly to the point in Que- 
jon: for when it is certainly known what 
he drift, deſign, and meaning of an Author 
much Pains may be ſpared, and a Diſpute 
—_— =: 

| hardly know whether ſtrict Method 
yould permit me to take notice of the lat- 
er part of your Reply, (contain'd in Pages. 
2, 63, 64.) it is ſo wide and foreign. You 


3 Wilt have had a great mind to ſay ſome— 
«> ing of eternal Generation: Otherwiſe you 
p- Would never have introduced it in a place io 
b- mproper. The pretence is, that we equi. 
d vocate 


\ 
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vocate in talking of eternal Generation; a 
therefore it is proper to retort it upon u, 
in anſwer to a charge of Equi vocation. Bu 
wherein do we equzvocate, or do any thins 
like it? Is it in the word, Eternal? But " 
undoubtedly mean it in the ſtrict and prop 
Senſe. Is it in the word, Generation? That is 
word of Latitude, capable of more Senſes tha 
one. We uſe it in the Senſe, which has pr; 
vail'd in the Church 1500 Years; and in a py 
per Senſe, according to the Rule of Tertulln 
Omnis Origo Parens eff, And where then! 
the Impropriety, or Equzvocation in the word 
Generation, as uſed by us? True, it is naß 
the ſame with Human Generation. But wh 
will pretend that Human is to be the me: 
ſure and ſtandard of all Generation? t 
neration, you ſay, implics Beginning; and 
yet we call it * Eternal. Admit that it dil 
ſo; yet till that can be made appear, w 
may be very /mcere in calling it Eternal, in 
tending no Equrivocation : You have nd 
proved that all Generation implies Beginning 
and what is more, cannot. You endeayour t0 
make the notion of it abſurd : But, unleſs you 
can demonſtrate the abſurdity of it, how will yon 
charge us with Equzivocation, which was tit 
Point? All you have to ſay turns only upol 


E 
1 


lc 


* My xo gl 8 ys r En ruds At., NA 544 | 
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305 06 malre* Whyn & T oictrorwn; Tolopus, & woregfuss's 4712, 
Nena aut, xabes oigty aury . Cyril, Catech. 11. p. 145: 
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r miſconſtruction of, I ſhould ſay Equive- 
in, the word Individual; which, you 
needs know, we underſtand not in your 
ſe of it; unleſs we are weak enough to ſup- 
> Father and Son to be one Perſon, You 
e another Argument, by equivocating in 
5 8 word, Production; which if we ule at all, 
ws always take care to explain to a good 


oi Generation is a temporal Production. You 


oF ery unhappy, to equivocate all the way, 
Fc you are retorting the Charge of Equi vo- 
88 ; beſides that, could you have rctorted 


008 a handſomer manner, it would not have 
pertinent, becauſe it comes out of Place, 
pour proper part here, is, not ſo much to 
ct againſt our Scheme, as to defend your 

Pleaſe to clear your own . Hypotheſes 
; and then we may hear what you can ſay 
inſt ours. The Church of Chriſt has been 


cat, for 1400 Years: It concerns us, before 
part with them, to ſee that we may have 
cthing better in their ſtead, What if the 
A holick Doctrine has ſome Difficultics > Has 


then perhaps we may ſee reaſon enough 
keep as we are. „„ 


account for it) when they meet with 
a dif- 


ſe; and never once imagine, that the erer- 


poſſeſſion of the preſent prevailing Doctrines, 


aniſm none? Or muſt we change the for- 
r for the latter? No, let us firſt conſider 
ether Arjaniſm has not more and greater; 


It is an uſual Thing with many ( Moraliſts 
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a difficulty which They cannot readily anſye 
immediately to conclude that the Doctrine 
Falſe ; and to run directly into the oppoſy 
Perſuaſion : not conſidering that They my 
meet with much more weighty Objections then 
than before; or that They may have reaſon ſy 
ficient to maintain and believe many Things i 
Philoſophy or Divinity, tho They cannot: 
ſwer every Queſtion which may be ſtarted, q 
every Difficulty which may be raiſed againſt then 
As to the Point we are upon; while ſome ar 
_ conſidering only the Objections againſt the De 
Crine of the Bleſſed Trinity (how Three can b. 
One; how the Son could be generated; ho 
Perſon and Being can be different; and th 
like ) they imagine preſently, that the World, i 

a manner, has been hitherto miſerably miſtaken 
and that They are the happy Men, who kq 
clearly how, and why. Let but the very (ang 
Men have patience a while, and not imbark! 
the oppoſite Cauſe, till They are able to find 
out a truer and a jufter Scheme, and to clear it 
of all conſiderable Difficulties; 1 ſay, let Them 
but do thus, and then, I am perſuaded, The 
will be much leſs ſanguine in their purſuit o 


1 


are three Schemes, which I may call Catholic 
Sabetlian, and Arian: One of the Thr 
muſt, in the main, be true, The way to knoll 
which, is, to weigh and conſider the Dithal 
ties attending each reſpectively; and to balance 
them one againſt another. The Adyocatcs ; 
| | the 


on ſhalt have no 

D her Gods before me, 
asd. 20. 3. 

0 e 

88 Ton ſbalt worſhip 


f he Lord thy God, and 


im only ſhalt thou 
ve, Matt. 4. 10. 
me | 
nd 


only? 
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eTwo latter haye performed reaſonably well, in 
e offenſive part; and eſpecially againſt each other: 
ut have neither of them yet been able to defend 


&\crably their reſpective Schemes; nor, I ſuppoſe, 
er will be. But I procced. 


Divine Worſhip due 
Io the one God. 


To Chrift. 


They worſhip'd Him, 
Luke 24. 25. Let all 
the Angels of God Wor- 
ſhip Him, Heb. 1. 6. 


they honour the Father, 


John 5. 23. | | 


Qu Et RY XVI. 


Whether by theſe ( of the firſt Column) and the 
like Texts, Adoration and Wor 215 be not ſo ap- 
propriated to the one God, as to belong to Him 


HIS is a very material Enquiry, relating to 
the Object of Religious Worſhip ; than 
which nothing can be of greater Concernment. 
Here therefore, if any where, we might expect and 
demand of you a very full, clear, and ſatisfactory 
Pnſwer, I ſhall examine your Anſwer, in due 
lc and place. But, firſt, it will be proper to ſhew 


what 


That all Men ſhould 
honour the Son, even as 
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what Reaſons we have to think, that all Religy 
Worſhip is appropriated to God only. I ſhall, 
quire into the ſenſe of Scripture, in this Artid 
and next proceed to the Judgment and Prad 
of the Anticnt Church, the beſt Comment u 
Scripture. 5 
Exod. 20. v. 3. hath been already produq 
The Words are, Thou ſhalt have no other C 
before (or beſides) me. Which is farther explain 
V. 5. (the reaſon being the ſame, both with reſp 
to Images and falſe Gods) Thou ſhalt not h 
down to Them, nor ſerve Them *. All Ads 
Religious Worſhip are forbidden to be offered. 
any other Being, beſides the one Supreme Gal 
to Him they are appropriated, to Him only. 
Deut. 6. 13. Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy Gu 
and ſerve Him: And again, Deut. 10. 20. Th 
ſhalt fear the Lord thy God; Him ſhalt th 
ſerve. Which is quoted, and explain d by at 
Bleſſed Lord Himſelf, in theſe Words: Th 
foalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and Him 
ty ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth. 4. 10. This was {a 
in anſwer to Satan, who did not pretend 
be Supreme, nor deſire to be acknowledged 
ſuch. (See Luke 4. 6.) all He required ws 
that a ſolemn outward Act of Adoration and W 
ſhip ſhould be paid Him: And the reaſon gilt 
for refuſing it, is not that He was a bad Spin 
an Enemy to God; or that God had not con 
manded that He ſhould be worſhip d; but u 


, * See at Exod. 22, 20.— 34. 14. Dan. 3. 28. | 
| to, realdl 
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aſon is general, that none are to be worſhip'd, 


e the one Supreme God, from being wor- 
pd, either at 7hat Time, or at any Time 
e,, appears, not only from the Reaſon of 


vas there no God formd, neither ſhall 
ere be after me, 11. 43.10. Tf there ariſe 
mg you a Prophet, or a Dreamer of 
Dreams, and grueth Thee a ſign or wonder, 
the fig or wonder come to paſs, where- 
He ſpake unto Thee, ſaying, Let us go after 
„cher Gods (which thou haſt not known) and 
us ſerve Them, Thou ſhalt not hearken, &c. 


ne God, excluſive of all others, is by this for 
er made unchangeable : Miracles could not 
ſufficient to give credit to any one, who 


Vorſhip; or to ſet up another God, beſide the 


ereby effectually precluded from receiving any 
ligious Homage and Adoration. This is con- 
md by St. Paul (Rom. 1. 21, Cc.) who cen- 
res thoſe that knew God, (that is, acknow- 

deed one Supreme God) and yet glorified 


feature more than (or bclides) the Creator, 
lainly intimates, that the Creator only is ta 


xe ſerved; and that the Idolatry of the Hea- 
1 thens 


e Thing, but from plain Scripture. Before 


Jeut 13. I, 2, 3- The Worſhip of the ſame 


ould pretend to introduce another object of 


ne Supreme God. All Creatures whatever are 


im not as God, becauſe they ſerved the 
Tho ig bleſſed for ever. Wherein the Apoſtle 


t God only. And that theſe and the like 
exts were intended to exclude all Beings, be- 
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thens lay in their worſhipping of the Cry 
ture. He does not blame Them for giyin 
ſoveraign, or abſolute Worſhip to the Cry 
tures (They could hardly be ſo filly, as f 
imagine there could be more than one Supreme 
God) but for giving any Vor ſbip at all, So ut 
raign or Interior, Abſolute or Relative, to ay 
Thing but the Creature. To the ſame purpoſ 
Gal. 4. 8. He condemns thoſe who did ſervin 
unto Them, which by nature were no God. 
Which Texts I ſhall take care to explain pam 
cularly, in another Place. All this is con. 
firm'd and illuſtrated by the Angel, (Neu. 
19. 10.—22. 9.) who refuſed to receive {6 
much as the outward Act of Adoration ; giying 
this Rule and Maxim upon it, Worſhip God: 
intimating thereby, that God only is to be u. 
hip d; that all Acts of religious Worſhip ate 
appropriated to God only. He does not lay, 
worſhip God and whom God fhall appoint i 
be worſhipd; as if he had appointed any be. 
ſides God: nor worſhip God with ſoveraiyn 
Worſhip; as if any inferior ſort of Worſhip po 
was permitted to be paid to Creatures; but 
ſimply, plainly, and briefly, J/orſhip Gol. 
To this I may add, that the Reaſons which God 
inſiſts upon and inculcates, in the Old Teſts 
ment, why He, and He alone, in oppoſition} 
to all others, is to be worſhip'd, are ſuch * 
exclude. all Creatures. His being Fehovah, 
* Creator, Suſtainer, Preſerver of all Things, 


Fes If, 40. II. 45. 5, 6, 7. 2 Kings 19. 15. Jer, 10. 10. 11. u. 
1 having 
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wing no God before Him nor after Him, and 
he lie. 
This is the Scripture Account of the ObjcR 

pf Worſhip : There is neither Rule nor Exec: ple 
1 it, for the worſhipping any Creature & hat; 
but all the Texts, relating to this Matter, are 
ull, ſtrong, and clear for the Worſhip of Cod 
ply. Now, whatever Reaſons knen Wiſdom 
uy invent for the worſſip pi: g of Creatures, 
eſides the Creator (as Cees and Porphyrie 
ft Old, and the Romaniſis of later Times, 
ave pretended) t thoſe are never to be ſet a- 
painſt a clear and plain Law; or oppoſed to the 
kncrring Wiſdom of God, who belt knows to 
hom Worſhip is proper to be paid, and to 

hom not. 

| ſhall not here argne the Point from the 
Nature of the Thing it ſelf. I will ſuppoſe 
without granting ) that Creatures may be wiſe 
tnough to know, ready enough to hear, and 
able to relieve our wants, at any Diſtance. I 
ill ſuppoſe alſo, that one Creature may be ap- 
pointed to bear Rule and to have Dominion over 
ak as ſome have thought particular Angels 
0 preſide over ſuch and ſuch Kingdoms or 
ountries, I will ſuppoſe likewiſe, that it may 
tem to Human Wiſdom very fit and proper, 
hat ſuch Creatures as can aſſiſt, or have the 
arge of others, ſhould be reſpected, worſhip d, 
nd "adored by Them. I will ſuppoſe alſo, that 
e may be fo ignorant as not to perceive any 
eat harm, in theſe Suppoſitions, from the Na- 
R ture 
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ture of the thing, barely and ſingly conſider, 


But God's Thoughts are not our Thoughts: He 
has bcen pleas d to enter an expreſs Caveat and 
Prohibition in the Caſe; and has, no doubt, 
good rcaſon for it. Poſſibly „He may ap 


prehend it to be more for his own Glory, and 
more for our Good, that our whole Worſhip 


and Scryice be paid to Him, than a part 
only. Poſſibly, He may know ( fuch is Hu. 
man Infirmity ) that if any part, or kind, o 
degree of Religious Worſhip was permitted to 
be given to Creatures it might inſenſibly 
Alien our Minds from the Creator; or cat 
out all our Reverence and Reſpect for God. Or, 


it may be, that while our Acknowledgments 


are order d to be paid to Him, and to Him 


alone, we may thereby be induced to live more 


in dependance on Him; become more imme 
diately united to Him; and have the greater 
love and eſteem for Him. He will not, per 
haps, leave his Favours in the Hands, or in the 
diſpoſal of his Creatures, leſt we ſhould forget 
whom we are principally obliged to; or leſt we 
ſhould imagine that He is not always every 
where preſent, to hear all our Petitions, and to 
anſwer them, according to his own good Plez 
(ure. Theſe, or a Thouſand better Reaſons, in- 
finite Wiſdom may have, for 3 al 
Acts of Religious Worſhip to God. It is {ub 
ficient for us to know that He has done it: and 
of this Holy Scripture has. given abundant Prod, 


N OW, 


a5 We have before feen. 


| Now, I come to conſider what you have to 


prized in one ſhort Sentence; one remarkable 
Diſtinction. Abſolute Supreme Honeir is 
plainly appropriated to the Perſon of the Fa- 
Fler only (by Exod. 20. 3. Matt. 4. Io.) as the 
Wſo.ute Supreme Being, or the ond Cod, (p. 94.) 
From which I am to infer, that relalive in- 
ferior Worſhip may be paid to the Creatares, 


by the Romaniſts of late, for Popiſh; and by 
Non, for Aran Idolatry. I ſhall endeavour 


Truth, or Probability, in this. ſo celebrated Di- 


of this Query. 


Eſteem, when the Queſtion is entirely about 


Worſhip and Adoration : Inſtead thereof you 
put Honour, an ambiguous Word; and fo flip 


„er the Difficulty, which you was pinch'd 
1 With; and inſenſibly lead your Reader off from 
e Point it concern'd you to ſpeak to. Pleaſe 
eo remember that we are diſputing about Acis 
d er Worſhip, Religions Worſhip. Let us keep 
„ o the Terms we began with; leſt, by the 


V. R 2 and 
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except againſt ſo. clear a Truth. All is com- 


notwithſtanding what has been urged, from the 
hole Tenor of Scripture and Antiquiry, to. 
the Contrary. This is the famed *Dz{7indon,. 
pleaded by the Heathens of Old, for Fagan; 


to convince you how little there is, either of 


iction; and then put an End to the Argument 


You ſet out unfortunately under a miſtake, 
as it We were inquiring about Reſpect and 
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{ts of Religious Worſhip. My Words were 


danging of Words, we make a change of Ideas, 
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and alter the very ſtate of the Queſtion. m 
being premisd, now 1 come directly to the 
Point in Hand. Your pretence is, that fi 
mate, abſolute, ſupreme, ſoveraign Worſſi 
is duc to the Father only; Mediate, relative 
inferior, petty Worſhip may be paid to Cres 
tures: The outward Acts and Circumſtance 
ſuppoſed alike in Both, ſo far as to mak: 
Them Kellgious, not Civil Worſhip. You 
_ conſidering the Father as Supreme, and your 
intending Him the higheſt Reſpect imaginably 
are to make His Worſhip become ſuprent, 
abſolute, ſoverajen Worſhip : But your cm. 
ſidering another Being as inferior, dependent, 
and a Creature only, and your intending Hin 
no more than a proportmate Reſpect, are to 
make the Worſhip of Him become inferior, 
relative, petty Worſhip. Worlltip therefor 
is to take its Quality from the Efteem and Iv 
tention of the Worſhipper, and is to be fup- 
pos d Higher and /ower accordingly. This | 
think., is your real and full Meaning, in v 
few and as plain Words, as I am capable of 
Expreſling it. In anſwer to it, I obſeryc 8 
follows. 
1. I can meet with nothing in Scripture to 
countenance thoſe fine-tpun Notions. Prayer 
we often. read of ; but there is not a Syllable 
about abſolute and relative, ſupreme and in. 
Ferior Prayer. We arc commanded to pt 
Fervently and Inceſſantly; but never Hou. 
raignly or Abſolutely, that I know of. 5 
. We 
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have no Rules left Us about rai/mg or lowering 
i pur Irtentions, in proportion to the dignity of 
ee 05jes. Some Inſtructions, to this purpole, 
1 Wight have been highly uſeful; and it is very 
q | range „that, in a Matter of 66 great Impor- 
2 {MWance, no Directions ſhould be given, either in 
„ eripture, or, at leaſt, in Antiquity, how to re- 
d alate our Intentions and Meanings, with Meta- 
41/5] Exactneſs; fo as to make our Worſhip 
ur eicher 7%, Higher, or higheſt of all, as > occalion 
Ut 2 a require. 
WW 2. But a greater Objection againſt this Do- 
2 Wer e; is, that the whole Tenor of Scripture runs 
„Counter to it. This may be underſtood, in part, 
„rom what I have obſerved above. To make it 
net plainer, I ſhall take into Conſideration ſuch 
to WA&s and Inſtances of Worthip, as I find laid 
„own in Scripture; whether under the old or 
e new Diſpenſation. 
WW Sacrifice was one Inſtance of Worſhip re- 
p. Wquired under the Law; and it is ſaid; He "ths 
bocrifceth unto any God, ſave unto the Lord 
ah, He ſhall be utterly deſtroyed, Exod. 
of 22. 20. Now ſuppoſe any perſon, conſidering 
„ With Himſelf that only abſolute and ſovere;gn 
Sacrifice was appropriated to God, by this 
to Law, ſhould have gone and ſacrificed to other 
Gods, and have been convicted of it before the 
Judges; The Apology He muſt have made for 
x | ſuppoſe, muſt have run thus. © Gentlemen, 
* though J have ſacrificed to other Gods, yet, I 
. hope, you'll obſerve, that I did it not abſo- 
1 _ « Intely; 
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lutely: I meant not any abſolute or fi 
* preme Sacrifice (which is all that the Lay 
* forbids) but relative and inferior only. 
* regulated my Intentions with all imaginab 
wy Care; and my E/fec with the moſt critici 
” Exactneſz: ; 4 conſigerd the other Gods, 
« whom ] ſacrificed to, as inferior only, and 
inſtnitely ſo; reſerving all ſoveraign Sac, 
ce fice to the ſupreme God of I/7ael, This, 
or the like Apology, muſt, I preſume, har 
brouzbt off the Criminal, with ſome Applauk 
for his Acuteneſs, if your Principles be true. 
Either you muſt allow this; or you muſt be 
content to ſay, that not only abſolute ſupreny 
Sacrifice (if there be any Senſe in that Phraſe) 
but all Sacrifice was, by the Law, appropriate 
to God only. 

Another Inſtance of Mor ſbip, is making of 
Vows, religious Vows. We find as little Ab. 
pearance of your famed Diſtinction here, as in 
the former caſe. We read nothing of ſoveratgn 
and inferior, abſolute and relative Vows ; that 
we ſhould Imagine ſ#preme Vows to be appro 


priate to God, inferior permitted to Angels, 0r 
Idols, or to any Creature. 


Swearing is another Inſtance much of the 
ſame kind with the foregoing. Swearing, by 
God's Name, is a plain Thing, and well under 
ſtood: But if you tell us of "ſoveraign and in. 
ferior Swearing, according to the inward Re. 
ſpect or Intention you have, in Proportion to 
the Dignity of the Perſon by whoſe Name yon 

Sweal, 


fe 
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( 


4 wearing which comes ſhort in its Reſpe&s, or 
alls below Soverazgn, will, I am afraid, be little 
better than Profaneneſs. 


Religious Worſhip already mention d, I am now 
10 s you, what is there ſo peculiar in the 
Caſe of Invocation and Adoration, that They 
ſhould not be thought of the ſame kind with 
the other? Why ſhould not abſolute and rela- 
ive Prayer and Proſtration appcar as abſurd, 
as abſolute and relative Sacrifice, Vows, Oaths, 
Cor the like? They are Acts and Inſtances of 
religious Worſhip, like the other; appropriated 
to God in the ſame Manner, and by the ſame 
Laws, and upon the ſame Grounds and Rea- 
| ſons. Well then, will you pleaſe to conſider, 
| whether you have not begun at the wrong 
| cnd, and committed an 66 ab rego⸗ in your 
way of thinking. You imagine that Acts of 
religious Worſhip are to derive their Signi- 
| fication and Quality, from the zutention and 
| meaning of the Worſhippers; whereas the very 
| reverſe of it is the Truth. Their Meaning 
and Sjenification is fix d and determin'd by 
God Himſelf; and therefore we are neyer to 


peril of Profaneneſs or Idolatry. God has not 
left us at Liberty to fix what Senſe we pleaſe 
upon religious Worſhip, to render it high 


ſupreme when offcred to God, and if to others 
R 4 inferior; 


wear, it muſt ſound perfectly new to us. All 


Such being the Caſe in reſpect of the Acts of 
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| ule them with any other meaning, under 


or ow, abſolute or a at Diſcretion; 
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ſuch as might nicely diſtinguiſh the ſeveral De 
grees and Elevations of Reſpect and Honour 


his wr; and fo it is ſaverazzn of Courſe. Thi 
I take to be the true Scriptural, as well u 
but vain to pretend to it) about determining 


_ God Himſelf has took care of it; and iti 


nity, thoſe appropriate Enſigns of Divine Mz 
jeſty; to compliment any Creature with them, 
and thereby to make common what God his 


Hands, and to ſerve the Creature inſtead of 


admit of thoſe novel Diſtinctions. In ſhort 
then, Here is no room left for your diſtin 
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inferior; as when to Angels, or Saints, 


ſh 
» Il, 
gert. 
vu 
fice 
Vor 


Images, in ſuitable Proportion. No: Religion 
was not made for Metaphyſical Heads oniy, 


among many Objects. The ſhort and plain 
way, which (in pity to Human Infirmity and 
to prevent Confuſion) it has pleaſed God tg 
take with us, is to make all religious Worſhip 


only reaſonaòle Account of the Object of Wor 
ſhip. We need not concern ourſelves ( it i 


the Senſe and Meaning of religious Worſhip, 


alrcady fix d and detcrmin'd to our Hands. It 
mcans, whether we will or no, it means, by 
Divine Inſtitution and Appointment, the Di 
vinity, the Supremacy, the Soverargnty of 
its Object. To miſapply thoſe Marks of Dig 


made proper, is to deify the Works of God" 


the Creator, God bleſſed for ever. We hare 
no occaſion to talk of ſoveraign, abſolute, ultt 
mate, Prayers, and fuch other odd Fancics: 
Prayer is an addreſs to God and does not 


guiſhing 
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Wiſhing between ſoveraign and inferior Adora- 
on. You muſt firſt prove, what you have hi- 
Ecrto preſumed only and taken for granted, that 
pu are at liberty to fix what Meaning and Sig- 
Ffication you pleaſe to the Acts of religious 
Vorſhip; to make them High or lo at Diſcre- 
on. This you will find a very difficult under- 
ring. Scripture is before-hand with you; and, 
Sd fix it more, the concurring Judgment of the 
rlicſt and beſt Chriſtian Writers. All religi- 
„ Worſhip is hereby dctermin'd to be, what 
pu call abſolute and ſoveraign. Inferior or re- 
ve Worſhip appears now to be Contradiction 
Senſe, as it is novel in Sound; like an znfe- 
or or relative God. To what hath been ſaid, 
may add a few farther Conſiderations from 
ripture. The Apoſtles Barnabas and Paul, 
hen the * Lycaonzans would have done Sa- 
fee unto Them, did not tell Them that 
wrifice was of equivocal Meaning; and that 
hey might procced in it, provided only that 
hey would rectify their Intentions, and con- 
er Them as Apoſtles only; but They forbad 
em to Hacriſice to Them at all. The Angel, 


ds the Revelations, did not direct St. ohn to 
of /r Him only as an Angel, and then to 


d innocently on, in his Vor ſhip of Him; but 
e order d Him to Morſbip God. Our Bleſſed 
rd did not tell the Devil that all external 
'orſhip was eguivocal, and might be offered 
Angels or Men, provided the Intention was 
in- Acts 14. 
"g | regulated, 
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regulated, and reſpect proportion d; but He tg 


Him plainly that all religious Worſhip was 3 


propriate to God. In fine, nothing is mf 
evident than that the Deſign, both of the Ly 
and the Goſpel was to eſtabliſh this great Tru 
and to root out Creature-Worſhip. © And thi 


« was, as Dr. Cudworth rightly obſeryes, th 


grand Reaſon why the Antient Fathers fo 20 
louſly oppoſed Arianiſin; becauſe that Chr 


c ſtianity, which was intended by God Almigh 


for a means to extirpate Pagan Idolatn 
was thereby it ſelf Paganized and Iii 
triged; and made highly guilty of that yer 
thing, which is ſo much condemn'd in th 
Pagans, that is, Creature-Worſhip. Thi 
might be proved by ſundry Teſtimonics d 
« Athanaſius, Baſil, Gregory Nyſſen, Greg 
« Nazianzen, Epiphanius, Chryſoſtom, Hilar 
Ambroſe, Auſtine, Fauſtinus, and Cyril of 4 
lexandria; All of Them charging the Ariam 
© as guilty of the very ſame Idolatry with the G 
tiles, or Pagans, in giving religious Worſh 
even to the Word and Son of God Himel 
(and conſequently to our Saviour Chriſt): 
He was ſuppoſed by Them to be a Cri 
ture. * 
But, in anſwer, perhaps, to This, it may l 
ſaid, by ſuch as run Things off in a confiſe 
manner, and do not ſtay to diſtinguiſh, th 


certainly there is a wide and great Differend 


between giving Honour to Heathen Idols, 4 


* Cudw, Intell. Sylit, p. 628, | 
doing 
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Ping it to Our Saviour Chriſt, tho' a Creature 
y. No doubt but there is; and God forbid 
[it any Chriſtian ſhould ſay, or think other- 
iſc. But that is not the point. The Worſhip | 
Nen of Saints and Angels is much preferable 
Pagan Worſhip. But ſtill They are Both 
ally, though not cqually capable, Idolatry; 
a arc Breaches of the firſt Commandment. 
hatever love, reſpect, gratitude, &. may be 
he for what our Lord and Saviour has wrought 
r us, if He be ſtill a Creature, All cannot come 
p to Worſhip, which is appropriate to God 
once. Well, but it may be farther pleaded, 
at here is God's Command in the Caſe, which 
akes it widely differcnt from any of the for- 
er. Very True, there is ſo; and we ſhall 
ake a proper uſe of that hercafter : But the 
Jucſtion is, what is the fundamental Rule of 
{zious Worſhip ? Is it 70 worſhip God only ? 
Ir is it to worſhip God, and whomſoever be- 
les, God ſhall appoint to be worſhip'd ? They 
ho pretend the latter muſt ſhew ſome Foun- 
tion, if They can, in Scripture, for it. Where 
it intimated, either in the Old or New Teſta- 
ent, that Worſhip ſhould be paid to any beſides 
od? Neither the Law nor the Prophets, nei- 
er Chriſt nor his Apoſtles ever intimated any 
ing like it. Our Saviour did not ſay, worſhip 
od, and <whomfoever Cod ſhall order to be wor- 
; nor did the Angel, in the Revelations 
ſnuate any fuch Thing: St. Paul never told 
$ of ſerving the Creator, and whom the Crea- 
| tor 
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tor ſhould nominate beſides; but Creator on: 


The like may be obſerved upon other occy| 
ons, where this might have been properly ini 
mated, but is conſtantly omitted. Nothing ther 
fore can be plainer, than that the fundament 
Rule for Worſhip is, that God only is to be un 


hip d. All Worſhip, inconſiſtent with this pri 


mary and perpetual Law, muſt, of Conſequeng 
appear Idolatrous, either in the Practice, or th 


Principle: And it is thus that the Arians, fol 


lowing a Jcripture - Command, but not up 
Scripture-Principles, and practiſing a Chriſtin 


Duty upon a Pagan Foundation of Creature 


Worſhip and Polytheiſm, ſtand charged with l 
latry. 3 5 

2. To confirm us farther in the Truth of the 
Principles here aſſerted, I ſhall ſubjoin a ſeconi 
Conſideration, drawn from the Practice of the 
primitive Martyrs; who may be preſumed to 


have underſtood the Principles of that Religion, 


for which They chearfully laid down their Live 
It is well known, that They readily ſubmittel 

to all kinds of Torment, and to Death it ſel 
rather than offer Adoration, Incenſe, or Sactl 


fice to the Heathen Deities. Now, if Soveraim 
Worſhip be all that is appropriated to God ; and 
if no Worſhip be Soveraign, but what the in 


ward Intention, and ſecret Eſteem of the Wot 
ſhipper make fo; how thoughtleſs were The) 
to reſiſt even unto Blood, for fear of committing 


| a Sin, which it was not poſlible for Them tt 


have been guilty of. They could never hatt | 
855 blunder 
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E.:.ndcrd ſo egregiouſly, as to have conſider d 
Je Hcathen Deities (which They heartily de- 
hid) as Supreme Gods; or to have intended 
lem Soverazgn Worſhip; and therefore could 
ot have been guilty of giving them that Wor- 
% which is appropriate to God. They had fo 
can and deſpicable an Opinion of the Pagan 
cities, that if the Quality of the Worſhip is to 
eſtimated from rhe ſecret Eſteem and Inten- 
on of the Worſhipper, ſuch Acts of Worſhip 
uſt have dwindled into no Worſhip in reality 
rMW:rdly amounting to ſo much as an empty cere- 
Wonious Compliment. Where then was the 
darm of Sacrificing to Idols? What Law had 
Fondemn'd it, if your Principles be true? The 
utward Act being equi vocal, this could not be 
nterpreted Sacrifice, ſuch as God had forbid to 
offer d to any but Himſelſ. But thoſe primi- 
Ive Saints were unacquainted with your refined 
Whubtiltics, having learned their Logick from Scrip- 
ire, and the plain common Senſe and Reaſon of 
lankind. They knew that the Signification of 
Worſhip and Sacrifice depended not on their ar- 
itrary Eſteem, or ſecret Intention; but had been 
efore fiw d. and determin'd by God, To offer 
acrifice to the Heathen Deities, was, by Con- 
uction and Implication, declaring Them to be 
mut able, eternal, ſupreme, and ſtrictly divine. 
ey could not be guilty of ſuch a ſolemn Lie, or 
Wommir ſuch barefac'd Profaneneſs and Idolatry. 
hey would not proſtitute the Marks and Cha- 
ers of Divinity to Thoſe who were by Ne- 
| rare 
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was appropriated to God only. This was ther 


proportionate Reſpect, and there will be no ham 


right. Fall down before a Crucif with hun, 


Men have learn'd to be ſubtile, inſtead of wile: 


be worſhipd with religious Worſhip. The Sun 
of what hath been ſaid, on this important Ar: 


only; and upon ſuch Reaſons as exclude al 
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ture no Gods; nor give that to Idols, wh 


manner of rcafoning ; and this was right : ost 
indeed, upon the other Hyporheſes, there is i 
thing ſo mean or low, but what a Man migk 
pay religious Worſhip to. For Inſtance: Pry 
to Angels, but conſider them as Angels, wit 


in it. Worſhip Saints departed, but intend then 
only ſuch reſpect as is due to Saints, and all viiWer 


ble Proſtration, but conſeder it as a: Crucifix, ani 
zntend little or nothing by it, and all is wel. 
Theſe ſeem to me the unavoidable Conſequency 
of this famed Diſtinction, and theſe are the ul 
which have actually been made of it, find 


and have departed from the fundamental Mar 
im of revealed Religion, that God alone is 1 


ticle, may be comprized in the following Par 
ticulars. . 


1. That, under the Old Teſtament, all rel 
gious Worſhip was declared to belong to Gol 


Creature - Worſhip ; Namely, becauſe He b 
God, Zehovah, Eternal, Immutable; Creator, 
Preſerver, Suſtainer and Governor of all Thing 


2. That 


. That our bleſſed Lord made no Alteration 
this Law; but explain d and confirm'd it: His 
doſtles, after Him, inculcated the ſame Thing, 
Ig after our Saviours Eæxaltation and Aſcen. 
%; and an Angel from Heaven reinforc'd it, 
reby proclaiming, its perpetual Obligation. No 
ſtinction of Worſhip, anediatè and ultimate, was 
Jer intimated; nor of Inferior and Soveraign: 
t all Religious Worſhip ſuppoſed to have one 
eaning, one Significancy, one Object, viz. The 
ine Nature; whether ſubſiſting in one Perſon, 
more. 
z. Such being the Rule and ſtanding Law for 
izious Worſhip, none can have any right, title, 
claim to Worſhip, but in Conformity to the 
Falls 5 
4. If the Son of God be very God, Jehovah, 
reator, Suſtamer, and Preſerver of all Things; 
cn He both may, and ought to be worſhip'd, in 
pnformity to the Scripture-Rule, and upon Scrip- 
re- Principles: But if He be a Creature only, the 
Vorſhip of Him is not conſiſtent with the funda- 
ental Rule both of the Law and the Goſpel. In 
word; if the Son of God is to be worſhip'd, He 
not a Creature: if a Creature, He is not to be 
bub dl. „„ 
It remains now only to cnquire, whether the pri- 
tive Church, which had the ſame Scriptures that - 
e have, and better Opportunities of knowing and 
nderſtanding Them, made the ſame or the like 
oncluſions from Them. Ir is an Argument of no 
nall Importance; and therefore I ſhall think it 
5 worth 
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worth the while, to give you a brief Summa 


of the Scntiments of the earlieſt Chriſtian Write 


and in their own Words, that cvery impanif 

Reader may be able to judge for Himſelf, 
Fuſtm Martyr, giving account of the Chi 

ſtian Worſhip, ſays plainly , © We wor 


c God alone; and, None but God ought to h 
< worſhip. 


r Athenagoras, in like mariner, ſpeaks to th 


effect: © We are not to worſhip the Wo 
c but the Maker of it; we worſhip not th 


« Powers of God, but their Creator and (i 


0 Vermor. 


Theophilus ſays, « vill Honour the King, bu 
I will not Yorſpzp Him. © I will worſhip Gol 


the real and true God: no one ought to be vo 
ſhip'd but God alone. 
l Tarian, to the ſame purpoſe, tho not ſo full 


ſay s; The Yorks of God, made for our ſakes, 


” "will not worſhip. _ 
1 Tertullian s, 6 What we worſhip is ons 


1 och 2 Halver 5 Wann, I. C. 13. Tov O01 pow 
6 eu,, C. 21. 1 
d O 78 ron, 4 N T. rexyi rl auTg FogruwnTten, p- 55. Ov 1 
Auvepes (S Oe) WegTiONTE; Hepr op » ama T womfhy aur 


| 2 Jecrò rlu, P. 56. 


= Sew 3 Ty a OVTWs Ocw % ahbe eg GEM N 1 
15 —ͤ ven 0. N C 4οον Ot, p. 30, 33. 
4 Annie ,, T N a ye nella xa ay e 6 
St A, p. 18. Vid. K. p. 19. 
e Quod Colimus, Deus unus eſt; qui Totam molem ſtan 
de nihilo expreſſit. Apol. c. 17. 
render mihi ne quem Alium Deum dicam, — ne que 
alium adorem, ut quoquo modo venerer, præter unicum Ilum 


qui ita mandat. Scorp. c. 4. p. 490. Rigalt. . 
| | ce Gol 
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God, who made the whole Maſs of Things 
purely from Nothing. I am commanded not 
to call any other, God, nor to adore, or in 
| any wiſe worſp;p any other beſides that one. 
* Clement of Alexandria has more to this 
urpoſe : © Angels and Men (ſays He) are the 
Works of God's Hands: Let none of you 


| worſhip the Sun, but let him ſet his Heart 


upon the Suns Creator: Neither let him 
deify the World, but to the Maker of the 


orld let his Deſires be. I ſeek after God, 


| the Creator of the World, Him that lighted 
up the Sur, and not after the Creatures. (ere 
which God hath made. The Gentiles ought 
to learn, from the Law and the Prophets, to 
worſhip the one God, and Him only, who is, 


in reality, Almighty. This it is to worſhip, 
the divine Being in true . of 


Practice and Knowledge. 

f Irenegus expreſſes Himſelf thus: © You ought 
to worſhip the Lord your God, and to ſerve 
Him only; and to we no Credit to Kun Who 


& Avena 2 "Ar9garer 3 Hers T gat rc art A N55. 
5 Vuay e TRUE TW aa * iA's π- iu tire delrb. nd N T x00 
T MIFaage r, 4 N T. vb dur erignrncdre, p. 55. Ed. 
Wo Toy xον Jen Y, F YA'8 Ou]ayuye Oe ierõ, — ra 
gs & Orts, p. 0. Te EN xen vr ve, 2 TeopyTH cx. 
9902, Le £1 tovoy ese Oe, T. arias 3% wæbngg ro, p. 82 25. 
0d 75; e, To J 2s * ov [ws Ox a40TUNG 7555 TE , D- 
n 


bominum Deum tuum adorare oportet, & ipſi ſoli ſervire, 


non eredere ei qui falſo promiſit ea, quz non ſunt ſua, di- 
els: Hec omnia Tibi dabo ſi procidens adoraveris me. 
eque enim conditio ſub ejus poteſtate eſt, quandoquidem & 
Pe unus de Creaturis eſt, p. 310. Ed. Bened. 


deceitfully 
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his Boo 
Paſſages: He blames the Gentiles, who from 
< the ſtupendous greatneſs of the Things in the 


c that they ought to admire, worſhip, and adore 


_ 


He docs eyery where, In another place, It 
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« deceitfully promiſed Things which were ng 
« his own, ſaying: All theſe Things will I gin 
C , hee, if T hou wilt fall down and Wor ſhy 
«< %. The Syſtem of Creatures is not under 
« his Dominion, ſince He Himſelf is one of thi 
« Creatures. 5 5 
* 46 p has a great deal to our purpoſe, i 

© againft Celſus. I ſhall felect a fey 


£ 


A 


World, and the beautiful Order of Creature: 
(Inuusg nu τπ) did not look up and conſider 


c 


« Him only that made Them. In another plac 
« He ſays: To worſhip the un and the Cre 
« tyres of God (Des dy pusry;pare) is forbidden 
Us, who are taught, not fo ſerve the Cru 
* ture beſides the Creator. He obſerves a little 
after that: We onght not to Honour Tholt 
e in the place of God, or of the Son of Gu 
Which T take notice of here particularly , tha 
you may ſee how clearly Origen diſtinguiſh: 
the Son from the u M yi para Oes: as, indeed 


A 


N 


1 8 7 Fi | / a 
" Ot C S 0 Al 78 ue * 0 Tu L0TUw, 2 S xc Mx; T1 


A Yνf r Ky Dew not 105 A: o4 * Jeg nh, 976 Te 
© IJavudzar A oeOHv 2H M F THUTE WET oinuore, p. 15 
| e > T nM, % Ta & Ow Ini ,L Ca ant; 1 

ry / — / V7 ; 
eruyog du) Od arzopois ty Az]a dan Rr warp T x rica 


pig 375: ; 
I fball add another Paſſage. 1 

Oude; 8 Bhimws Toig ® ung PIRATE LAAGW Pega vil 
Dov meg N Ind ary ra Cages wei Ty) S w e f , % 7 


oa M dap ige aghgp, p. 367. 
8 obſene 


Qu. XVI. of ſome QUERIES. 25t 
Eobſcrves that Chriſtians are bred up to Thoughts 
elcyated , far * above all Creatures, and might 
Frery juſtly diſdain to worſhip any of Them. 
The like He remarks of the Fews, © that they 
were taught to f aſcend up to the wncreated 
Nature of God, to fix their Eyes upon Him 
„only; and on Him alone to reſt all their 
Hopes and Expectations: . | 

might add many more Teſtimonies, to the 


Ithcſe are ſufficient to give us a juſt Idea of their 
Principles, in relation to the Object of Worſhip. 
This we fhall find run thro Them all, That God 
alone is to be worſhip'd ; the Creator in oppoſi- 
tion to all Creatures whatever; the ro Odoy (as Cle- 


7 

en ent of Alexandria, and Origen ſometimes ac- 
oMicucately expreſs it) which alſo Tertullian ſeems to 
U ntimate, in the words, Quod Colimus, above 
cited. The Sum then of the Caſe is this: If the 


Son could be included as being wncreated, and 


70 | 

cry God; as Crea tor, Suſtainer, Preſerver of all 
e hings, and one with the Father; then He might 
ic worſhip'd upon their Principles, but otherwiſe 


ould not. What their Practice was, ſhall be con- 
ider d in its proper place. For the preſent, let 


2 Tae did weynnroPva; e mayre rd Inuize- 
0 Mer, CEC. p. 237. 5 | | a 
* 1 A eu F F affurroy B Oes gen xaxave ow cUIa), Y 
& am awry aby EAT (0 &s T n, p. 189. ; 
Compare p. 160. where Origen inſiſts upon the Neceſſity of ele- 
ating our Thoughts and Devotions above and beyond all created 
Being, 6, Tim6T8» Nenn, in one place, may; furs in the other; 
wt alſo Clem. Alex. p. 809, 816. Ox. Ed, DE : 

ER | Scripture 


ſame effect, from the Ante-Nzicene Writers: But 


t be a Rule and Maxim with us, fir d, as far as 
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ed from the Reaſon of the Thing) that no king 


from all is; if our Bleſſed Lord is a Creature, H 


— — = - — — n 
— ——— — — — 


Whether, notwithſtanding, Wor ſhip and Adi 


ſolutely equal with the Father, which i 
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Scripture and the concurring Judgment of Ant. 


quity can fix it (beſides what might be juſtly plead 


or degree of religions Worſhip is due, or can he 
lawfully paid, to any Creature. The Concluſion 


is not to be worſhip'd ; if He is to be worſhipy, 
He is not a Creature, Now we may pals on. 


QUERY XVII. 


tion be not equally due to Chriſt; and conſe 
quently, whether it muſt not follow that He 
zs the one God, and not (as the Arians ſip: 
poſe) a diſtint? inferior Being? 


OU Anſwer, that Equality of divine H. 
nour is never attributed in Scripture ti 
the Son with the Father; and then, in proof 
of a Matter of Fact, you aſſign a reaſon of your 
own deviſing; for then the Son would be ab 


contrary to Scripture and Reafon, (p. 94.) 


But why do you not keep cloſe to the WorbW't 
of the Query, and to the Point in Queſtion tc 
Worſhip and Adoration are my Words; no 
divine Honour, which is ambiguous, and lead F. 
us off from the Argument in Hand. Suppoſc u 
it had been ſaid Sacrifice: Would you anſ we 

. 


* Kricus Mm KTIPURTI & Wegrxuver,. A dg Ataroriu, % 


x rie O57, Ach. Orat, 2 p. 401. : 
we = thus 


—_— 
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Ius? Equality of divine Sacrifice is never at- 
Itributed, c. Do not you ſee the Impropriety? 
Well, but, as it is, you muſt ſay, equality of 
vine Worſhip is never attributed, c. And 
then, pray tell me, what you mean by equa- 
% or inequality of Worſhip ; whether you 
mcan longer or ſhorter Prayers, more or leſs 
frequent Addreſſes, or any thing elſe. Be that 
as it will, Worſhip, religious Worſhip, greater 
lor ſmaller, longer or ſhorter, has the ſame Im- 
port and Significancy 3 and ſpeaks the Perſon 
Jaddreſsd to, to be ine: juſt as Sacrifice, 
whether offer d once a Year only or once a 
Day, or whether it were a Lamb or only two 
Voung Pigeons, carried the ſame Acknowledg- 
ment with it of the Divinity, Soveratgnty , 
and Supremacy of the Perſon to whom it was 
offer d. Now, Worſhip being, as hath been 
ſaid, an Acknowledgment of the true God, in 
oppoſition to all Creatures whatever, which 


of Wc by Nature no Gods; and being offer'd to 
d che Father, not for the recognizing his perſonal 
Properties, as He ſtands diſtinguiſſd from the 


Jon and Holy Spirit, but his eſſential Perfecti- 


„ ons, common to all, and by which He is di- 
c finguiſh'd from the Creatures; it is very mani- 


teſt, that if the Son is to be worſhipd too, 
He is equally God, and true God, with the 
Father; has all the ſame eſſential Excellencies 
and Perfections which the Father hath, and is 
at as great a diſtance from the Creatures; in 
oppoſition to whom, and as a mark of his Su- 
. 8 3 perior 
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perior and infinitely tranſcendent Excellency, je 
He is worſhipd. If then Honour conſiſts in 1 
the Acknowledgment of his eſſential Perfection ha 
Equality of divine Honour is attributed i» © 
Scripture to the Son with the Father; becauſe * 
Worſhip is attributed to Both, and is always of ne 
the ſame Import and Significancy, by God £ 
own Order and Appointment. But then you 5 
ſay, the Son will be abſolutely equal with the W 
Father; which you think inconſiſtent with Scri. Ca 
pture and Reaſon. If you mean by abſo/ute\ $ 
equal, that the Son muſt be the firſt Perſon, A 
as well as the Father, I deny your Inference: PF” 
if any thing elſe, I allow it to be true. The 
Son will be equal in all thoſe Reſpects, for " 
which Worſhip is due to the Father Himſelf, 7 
He will be equally divine, equally eternal, Wi h 
 tmmutable, wiſe, powerful, &c. in a word, FE ; 
equally God and Lord. As to the Sbord:- 
nation of Perſons in the ſame Godhead, That . 
is of diſtin&t Conſideration ; and we may never = 
be able perfeAly to comprehend the Relations of . 
the three Perſons, ad intra, amongſt themſelves; A 
the ineffable Order and Occonomy of the ever 4 
bleſſed Co- eternal Trinity. You have many W 
Things to ſay, in hopes to leſſen the Honour and 1 
Worſhip attributed to the Son in Holy Scripture. Y, 
But unleſs you cou'd prove that no Worſhip at 10 
all is to be paid Him, you prove nothing. How- na 
ever, that I may not ſcem to paſs any thing 
Mlightly over, I ſhall take the Pains to examine 


As 
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As to what you ſay, to weaken the force of 
1h, 5. 23. the Anſwer to it will properly fall 
inder a diſtin& Query; which is intirely upon it. 
ou * cite Phil. 2. 11. Joh. 14. 13. againſt the 
Dueriſt ; as if it was any Queſtion betwixt us, 
hether God was glorified in his Son; or whe- 
er the Honour of either did not redound to 
both. It was, you ſay, the Prayer of Chriſt to 


cad that part of the Prayer again, and believe 


come, Glorify thy Son, that thy Son alſo may 
porify Thee. How familiar, how. equally con- 
rern d, as well for his own, as his Father's Glo 

do again, a little after; I have glorified T hee on 
he Earth: T have finiſhed the Work which 
Thou gaveſt me to do. And now, O Father, 
glorify Thou me with thine own ſelf, with the 
Glory which I had with Thee, before the World 
was, Joh. 17. 4, 5. See alſo, Joh. 13. 31, 32. 

and then tell me whether it was Chriſt's deſign, 
or deſire, that his Father only might be glorified. 
ow could you miſs ſuch plain Things? You 
© on; The 'F ather is the Object, to which he 
commands. us to direct our Pra yers. What? 
Will you diſpute whether Chriſt is to be wor- 
ſhipd, or invocated? Conſider, I beſcech you, 
70h. 5. 23. mention'd above; Recolle& with your 
ſelf, that He is ſometimes diſtinctly and perſo- 
nally | invocated. Grace, Mercy, and Peace, or 


*P.go. fads 7.59. 1 Theft 3. 11, Rom. 10. 13. 
I Cor, I. 2. 


S 4 Grace 


porify his Father, and the Father only. But 


"our own Eyes, Joh. 17. 1. Father, the Hour 
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Grace and Peace, or Grace only, are frequent 
in Twenty Places of the New Teſtament *, in 
plorcd of Him, together with the Father. þ 


is to be worſhip'd and adored, as well as th 
Father, oy Men, by Angels, by the © wh 


Creation. 
ever are 4 aſcribed to Him, as well as to the 
Father. This is the Senſe of Scripture : I nee 


not add, it being a thing fo well known, the 
Senſe allo of the earlieſt and beſt Chriſtian WI. 
ters, who unanimouſly declare for the Wor. 


ſhip of Chriſt ; and their Practice was conform. 
And now, that you may ſee 
how conſiſtent thoſe good Men were ( ſuitably 


to thcir ſtrict Sincerity ) with. Scripture, with 


Themſelves, . and with cach other; I ſhall ſtey 


a little aſide, to ſhew You upon what Princip 
They might, and did "give: HR "Orig to 
Chriſt. 

We have heard Juſtin Maire: before, de 
claring that God alone is to be worſhip d. Very 
true: But then He conſtantly teaches us that 
the Son is God; and therefore might conſiſtenty 
ſay, that the Son is to be © worſhip'd, and, in the 
Name of the whole Church, © we * wor ſbip Fu 
« * ther, 8 n, 41. the e 5 . 


a See Clarke's vain Doar. ch. 5 Seck. 4. 
b Hehr. 1. 6. c Rev. 5. 8. 


d 2 Pet. 3. 18. Rev. 5 13. See alſo Rev. 7. 10. 

e HNegouwnmrs, Apol. T. p. 94. Apol. 2. 35. Ox. Dial. pag, 
191. 209. 231. 365. Jebb. 
8 'Exeivoy TE „ 0 T Tae. aurg 115 EA ov — VE ue 71 1 


rey rr oibourJa 2 T 29TKWE . Apol, I, P. II. a 
Ai bens. 


Glory and Dominion for ever a 
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Athenagoras has before intimated that nothing 
chan . Creator of the World is to Fes 
or ſbip d. But then He tells us too, that all 
hings were created by the Son: and therefore 
wonder if, giving account, to the Emperor, 


joins the Son with the Father. | 
Theophilus declares, as before ſeen, for the 
Vorſhip of God only; and ſays, the King is 
ot to be worſhip'd, becauſe He is not Gad. But 
en, as to the don, He © owns Him to be God; 
nd therefore of Conſequence muſt oppo] Wor- 
p due to Him. 


pd; not Man, not the Elements, not the 
features, Jutunęyiæ. Very good: But the Son 
ho f created Matter, and is Ayyiaoav du e 2 
night be worſhip d notwithſtanding. 
Tertullian is fo ſcrupulous, that He ſays, He 
ul not ſo much as call Any other, God, but 
e God whom He worſhip'd, and to whom 
one He pronounces all Worſhip duc. But He 
nult certainly include the Son in 8 only God; 
.cyery one knows who ever look d into his 
ritings: And accordingly He 5 admits the wor- 
Mp of Him. 

Clement of Alexandria, as we have ob r d 
Gove, h proteſts againſt the Worſhip of Crea. 


a See the Paſſage above, p. 248. b Lee above, p. 189. 8 


* 


af, 


in. A Pag. 130. e Pag. 17, 18. 79. 
"i or abs; p. 189. g Apol. c. 21. Ad Uxor, I. 2, Cc. 6. 
Phe. h Pag. 249. 


tures, 


the God whom the Chriſtians worſhip'd, He 


Tatian teaches that God only is to be wor- 


© Oe At T Toinrhe THe & Wang % T wap wry Neyo 
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tures; and allows no Worſhip but to the M 
ker and Governor of all Things. But thy 
no Man more *cxpreſs than He, for the u 
ſhipping of God the Son. The Reaſon is plan, 
the Son is * Maker and Governor of the Woll 
and even Tayroxezrwe, according to this excy 
lent Writer. SCARS | 
Iirenæus likewiſe, as above cited, gives f 
Teſtimony for the Worſhip of God only ; af 
againſt the Worſhip of any Creature. But the 
fame Irenæus as conſtantly ſuppoſes the Son 1 
be truly God, and one God with the Fathe 
and expreſly © exempts Him from the Numbe 
of Creatures; and therefore no wonder if Ki 
admits the Son to be © znvocated, as well as thi 
J 8 

1 ſhall obſerve the like of Origen, and tha 
have done; referring the Reader, for the reſt, t 
the compleat Collection of Teſtimonies late 
made by the learned Mr. Bingham, with ven 
judicious Reflections upon them. 3 

Origen, as we have ſeen above, declares fe 
the Worſhip of the one God, in oppoſition t 
all Creatures, quuisgyiuare, every thing creatt 
rey. But the good Father had His Thought 
about Him: He clearly diſtinguiſhes the 80 
from the dug, or Creatures; and de 
ſides, expreſly makes Him * Are, uncreatt 
immutable, &c. According to Origen, i 


a Vid. p. 311. 851, Ed. Ox. b See above, p. 189. 09: 
c Vid. p. 153. 243. Ed. Bened. 

d Pag. 166. 232. e Origin: Eccl. B. 13. c. 2. 
f Contr, Celſ. p. 287. 169, 10, 


Creat! 
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Mor of the Univerſe, and He only is to 
worſhip'd *, pag. 367. Very well; and look 


back to page 308, and there the Son is 


reator of the Univerſe, So, in © another 
e, he tells us, we are to worſhip Him only 
o made (all) theſe Things; and if we inquire 
her we ſhall find, in the ſame Author, that 

the Son “ made all Things, the very words, 


is therefore a very clear Caſe, that Origen 


ught the Son to have the fulleſt Right and 
le to religious Worſhip, the ſame that the 
her Himſelf had, as being eternal, immutable, 
ator and Governor of all Things. And 


refore he ſpeaks of his being © worſhip'd 28 
% by the Magi; and calls it EvoiCas, the 


ſame word which he uſes, * ſpeaking of 


Worſhip due to the Father. In 8 another 


ce, he ſpeaks of the worſhipping. Father and 

jointly as one God, anden elſewhere men- 
ns the worſhip of the Son, in his diſtin& 
mal Capacity. The Sum then of Origens 
Ktrine, as it lies in his Book againſt Celſus 
e moſt valuable of all his Works, and almoſt 


TS av Snpuiveys, b Arise rde & mar, 


Lie \ / Ws 8 8 

toy X27 Hovey Þ TAWTH YT 01119:%, p. 158. 

\ , ; e! 4 \ „ | » / 

Toy A/ WET OULEY OA dirt, 07% 0 p f e Per) CvETHAQGTO, 


3. e Pag. 46. f Th ei, T F d Onmigey or doin, 
1 7 7 * P » / oo, / * 
„ p. 160. g "Eva & O, vs Derr de q d uc dv, T πτπ¾π]9 u I 
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\. B. Here the Tranſlator (as it is uſual with Him to miſ- 
ent ſuch Paſſages as relate to the Son) renders Ag x aurany 
Miniſtrum. The Senſe is, Diſpenſer of them, 1, e. Prophe- 
juſt before mention d. 
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the only one to be intirely depended on, 8g 
ing the true Senſe of Origen, or of the Chu 
in "his Time) is contain'd in theſe Particulars, 

1. That God the Son, if a Creature, or n 
Creator, or not truly God, ſhould not be 
ſhip'd at all. 

2. That being truly God, and Creator, | 
He may be worſhip'd ; either Jorntly with d 
Father, as one 7 Oey, or 4. Mlincthy, as one Þ 
ſon of the Godhead. 

3. That though He be God, and Creator, jj 
the Father is ſo primarily and anion 

Father, and firſt Perſon; and therefore the 
ſtint Worſhip of the Son, conſider'd as a N 
redounds to the Father as the Head and Foy 
tain of all.. Hence it is, that, as the Father 
primarily and eminently God, Creator, 1 
Object of Worſhip; fo alſo all Worſhip p. 
primarily and 9 the Father's : A 
thus it 1s that I underſtand Origen, in a * 0 
tain place Which has been often mit in 


t 
preted. do 
4. That the worſhip of the Son, conſidefie 
as a Son, is not an inferior Worſhip, nor a 
other than proper divine Worſhip ; being e 
acknowledgment of the ſame p "> Excel 
cies, and eſſential Perfections communica gh 
from Father to Son: And hence it is, that the 
is Rtill but one Waris „ and one Objef 1 
* gene 3 5 3) aury F wb, 2 cord Hurd WO 2 4 3 
earyropip, % T 097 tes 5 bar qua ute du kara f 0% YN F 
ET SUXHg xuaon Zin; S nATRBG2HTEWS, p. 233. 4 
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orſnip; as one God, one Creator, &c. by 

Jon of the moſt intimate and ineffable Union 

the two Perſons; which Origen himſelf * en- 

ours to expreſs in the fulleſt and ſtrongeſt 

ads he could think on. 

from What hath beet: ſaid, we may know 

at Judgment to make of the Antient Doxo- 

ies. They ought certainly to be underſtood 

cording to the prevailing Doctrine of the pri- 

tive Church. They were different in Form, 

t had all one Meaning; the ſame which I 
re ſhewn you from the primitive Writers. 

he Arians were the firſt who interpreted 
me of them to ſuch a Senſe, as either fayour'd 

eature - Worſhip , or excluded the Son and 
ly Ghoſt from proper une Worſhip. It 
as low Artifice to value one ſort of Doxolog y 
ore another, only becauſe more equzvocal 3 
d to contend for Antient words, in oppoſiti- 
to the Antient Faith. The Catholicks under- 
bod the ſubtlety of thoſe Men, and very caſily 
feated it: Firſt, by aſſerting the only true and 
Senſe of Thoſe Doxologies, which the Arians 
ad wreſted to an Herctical Meaning; and next, 


uſing, chiefly, Doxologies of another Form; ; 
ich had n alſo of long ſtanding in the 


F Auen 3 ehe 7 ts W Och, 0 ais & 2 drug tres, 


$505 ary Cicw A & v Crip ys, & Oed 20,4 
copics, &c. p. 382. 

Ihe ſame Thought i is thus expreſs d by Cyril. 
Mie Mfg 1 if 7 garie vouigetr, £ ty T4 7 Paneer? T 
Heid, 4 eig Fare 97 2,06 ys TEg TW , un 
ede 7 Tegrw4ri, Cyril. Catech, 11. p. 143. Oxon. 
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Church; and which, being leſs eꝶui vocal, w 
leſs liable to be perverted. But the Subjed 
Doxolagies being already in better Hands, If 
here diſmiſs it, and proceed. 
Lou obſerve, that t was 2 conſtant 
ctice of the Apoſtles to pray and give thn 
70 a 3 Teſts  Chrit (p. Qt 
And ſo it is the conſtant Practice of 
Church at this Day. What can you infer fly 
thence ? That the Father and Son are not eq 
or are not to be cqually honoured? Noth 
teſs : But, as the Son ſtands to us uni 
the particular Charactet of Mediator, beli 
what He is in common with the Father, « 
Prayers, * generally, are to be offerd rat 
through Him, than fo Him: yet not forget 
or omitting, for fear of Miſapprehenſion 4 
groſs Miſtakes, to offer Prayers directly to Hi 
and to join Him with the Father, in Dn 
logies; as the Antient Church did, and as 
own, God be thanked, and other Churches 
Chriſtendom ſtill continue to do. You ad 
that whatever Honour is paid to the Son, 
commanded; on account of his ineffable 1 
tion to God, as the only begotten Son, &c. | 
this zue fable Relation is not that of a Cr 
ture to his Creator; but of a Son to a Fatit 
of the ſame Nature with Him. Thzs may 
ſtiled zneffable: the other cannot, in any ii 
or juſt Senſe. If the Son is to be worſo 
as you ſeem here to allow, it can be on! 
BED F;p; 11. " 
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er Account, but ſuch as is conſiſtent with 
Scriptures ; on the Account of his being 
with the Father, to whom Worſhip be- 
gs; and to whom it is appropriated in op- 
tion to Creatures, not in oppoſition to 
m who is of the ſame Nature with, Co. eſ- 
tial to, and Inſeparable from Him. The 
brſhip, you ſay, terminates not in the Son. 
dw this is to be underſtood, and in what 
ſc admitted, I have explain d above. Strictly 
aking, no Honour is paid to Either, but 
at redounds to the Glory of Both; becauſe 


Wir: Very well; fo long as He did not 
ate Him, all is ſafe: The Eternity, the 
erfectiuns, the Glory of Both are One. 
nd, you fay, gave Him Dominion over us. 
hat is more than you can prove; unleſs you 
; Midcrſtand it of Chriſt, conſider d as Cod. Man, 


Mediator. "ps | 

a In ſome Senſe every thing muſt be referr'd. 
the Father as the firſt Perſon, the Head 
1d Fountain of all. But this does not make 


o Worſhips, Supreme and Inferior ; be- 


xd the fame eſſential Excellency and Per- 
tion, conſider d primarily in the Father, 


ſonally diſtinguiſh'd, are in Subſtance un- 
1 Wvided and eſſentially one. All your Ar- 
uments, on this Head, amount only to a 


their intimate Union; and becauſe Both are 
one God. But, you ſay, the Father begat 


g all but one Acknowledgment of one 


d derivatively in the Son; who, though 


pelitir 
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Stibordination of the Son, as a Son, to the ili 
ther, implies an Etflential Diſparity and Inequim 


of the meaning of the Word, Individual; 


There order d to worſhip the Son; and that Thu 


was that made the Son capable of receiving Wolf 


petitio principii, taking the main Thing (i 


granted ; that a Diiſtinction 1 Perſons is th his 
fame with a Difference of Nature; and thi WM" 


betwixt Them; which you can never make 5 
Inſtead of proving the Son to be a Creaty 
and that He is to be worſhip'd notwithſtanding 
(which are the Points you undertake) all thy 
you really prove is, that the Son is not the I 
ther, or firſt Perſon, rior conſider d as the fi 
Perſon in our Worſhip of Him; which is fe 
true, but very wide of the purpoſe. Whi 
follows in your Reply, (p. 91, 92,92.) does nd 
need any farther Anſwer; being either bard 
Repetition, or Comments on your own Miſtak 


which enough hath been faid before. You 1 
pleaſed (pag. 94.) to make a wonder of it, thi 
I. ſhould quote Heb. 1. 6. in favour of my H 
potheſis. But if you conſider that the Angels at 


Text is a Proof of the Sori's being Jehovah (f 
Pſal. 97.) and that Worſhip is apptopriated t 
God only, by many Texts of Scripture, and tit 
concurring Senſe of Antiquity, as I have ſhewt 
above; there will be little farther occaſion fo 
wondring, in ſo clear a Caſe. In that very Cha 
ter (He 1.) it is ſufficiently intimated what 


ſhip and Adoration. He is declared to hat 
made the IWorlds; to be the Shining fon 


f 
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is Father's Glory, and the expreſs Image of 
i Perſon; and to uphold all Things by the 
word of his Power, (V. 2, 3.) Strong and lively 


Nature; ſuch as might give Him the juſteſt claim 
gels. In the cloſe, you have a Remark about 


onjiſt in making the Jon diſtintt from, and 
call) ſubordmate to the Father (for that 
was always the Chriſtian Doctrine.) Here 
you come upon us with general Terms, and e- 
ivo Expreſſions 3 Leaving the Reader to 
apprehend that the Chriſtian Church belieyed 
the Son to be a Aiſtinct, ſeparate, inferior Be. 


tients, before Arius, that taught or maintain d 
any ſuch Thing. A Subord7nation, in ſome Senſe, 


not in Yours. Well; but you proceed to tell 
us, wherein his Error conſiſted, vis. in moms: | 
m to affirm, upen the Principles of his own 
mcertatn Philoſophy, and without warrant 
rom Scripture, that the Son was 85 ch or, 


Philoſophy, or rather common Senſe, as to 
ink; and fo much Frankneſs and Ingenuity, 
s to confeſs, that there neither is, nor can be 
any Medium between God and Creature. He 


T 5 firſt 


E preſſions of his divine, eternal, uncreated 
o the Worſhip and Adoration of Men and An- 


e Error of Arius; which, you ſay, did not 


ing; in ſhort, a Creature; as Arius plainly, 
and you covertly aſſert: Whereas there is not 
an Author of Reputation, among all the An- 


They held; and that is all; not in Ariuss Senſe, 


and that li core ors ch L. Arius had ſo much 


vas not fo ridiculous as to imagine that God 
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firſt made a Subſtance, and then out of that 
pre-exiſting created Subſtance made the Son; Be- 
ſides that, even this Way, the Son had Deen, in 
the laſt reſult, ? co br: Nor was He weak C- 
nough to bclieve that any thing, ad extra, had 
been co-eval or co-eternal with God Himſelf, If 
He had, He need not have ſcrupled to have al- 
low'd the like Privilege to the Son; the firſt and 
beſt of all Beings, except God Himſelf, in his O- 
pinion. 

But ſince you think your own Philoſophy lo 
much better than Arzus's, will you be ſo kind as 
to tell us plainly whether the Son be of the ſame 
divine Subſtance with the Father; or of ſome ex. 
franeous Subſtance which eternally pre-exiſted; or 
from nothing. The firſt you deny directly, as 
well as Arius; and the -/econd allo, by plain 
neceſſary Conſequence: And why then ſhould 
you differ upon the 7hzrd, which is the only one 
left, and muſt be true, if Both the other be falſe? 
If Arins was raſh in affirming this, he was c- 
qually raſh in denying the Son's Co- eternity with 
the Father, and again in denying his Conſubſtan- 
tiality; and fo your cenſure of him recoils in. 
evitably upon your ſelf. Then, for the other 
Error of Arius, in aſſerting that the Son once 
was not ; as having been produc'd, or created, 
by the Father; in your way, you correct it thus*: 
True, the Son was produc d, brought into ex- 
iſtence, had a beginning, and was not, meta- 
phyſically, erernal; but yet, for all "6 it was 


= Fag. 51. 63. 
at 
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an Error, in PH Jofophy, for Arins to ſay, that 
He once was not. Unhappy Arins! deteſted by 
his Aduerſaries, and traduced by his own Friends, 
from whom he might reaſonably have expected 
kinder Uſage. Let me intreat you; hereafter, to 
be more conſiſtent: Either value and reſpe& the 
Man, as the great Reviver and Reſtorcr of pri- 
mitive Chriſtianity; or renounce his Principles, 
and declarn Him a « Heretic, as We do. 


ur XVM. 


Whether Irur pip and Adoration, both From Men 
and Angels, was not due to Him, long before 
the commencing of his Mediatorial Kingdom, 

as He was their Creator and Preſerver; 
(ſee Col. 1. 16, 17.) and whether that be 
not the ſame Title to Adoration which God ol 

C the Father hath, as Author and Governor of „ 

the Univerſe, upon the Doctor Ss Own Prin. . 
e 7 | 


0 U i 1 , that % the World was 
1 created by the Son, yet no Adoration 
ct WW was due to Him upon that Account, either 
ct WI from Angels or from Men; becauſe it was 
w Act o, Dominion, and He did it merely 


*: niniſterially ( p. 94.) juff as no Adoration ic 
% due from us to Angels, 15 the Benefits 
ra. ¶ hey convey to us; becauſe they do it _ 


nſtrumentally. This is Ni Ag and 
ee I may diſlike the Thing, 1 commend 
; the 
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the frankneſs of it. You are very right, upon 
theſe Principles, in your parallel from Angels: 
Had the Antients thought the Office of the Son 
miniſterial, in your low Senſe, They would 
have paid Him no more reſpect than they paid 
to Angels; and would certainly never haye 
wor ſhipd Him. But I paſs on: Creation, you 
ſay, is no Act of Dominion; and therefore is 
not a ſufficient Foundation for Worſhip. The 
ſame Reaſon will hold with reſpect to the Fa 
ther alſo; for Creating is one thing, and Ruling 
another, Yet you'll find that Scripture makes 
Creation the Ground and. Reaſon of Worſhip, 
in ſo particular and diſtinguiſhing a Manner 
that no Perſon whatever, that had not a hand 
in Creating, has any right or title to Worfhip, 
upon Scripture- Principles; to which Catholick 
Antiquity is. intirely conſonant, as we have 
obſerved above. I did not found his Right of 
Worſhip on Creation only, but Preſervation 
too; referring to Coloſſ. 1. 17. By Hom all 
Things conſiſt ; ; to which may be added, He. 
r. 3. Upholding' all Things by the word: 'of his 
Power. The Titles of Creator, Preſerver, 
Suſtainer of all Things ſound very high; and 
expreſs His ſuper- eminent Greatneſs and Ma. 
jeſty, as well as Our Dependence; and there. 
fore may ſeem to give Him a full Right and 
Title to Religious Worſhip; z eſpecially if it be 
conſider d, that they imply Dominion, and can- 
not be underſtood without it. Beſides that 
Creator, as hath been ſhewn, is the Mark, or 


* 
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Characteriſtick of the true God, to whom all 
Honour and Worſhip is due. Add to this, that 


3 


a 


ly, ind inveſting Him as Gad. Man, in his 


by Joh. 1. 1. the Son was Oc; before the Foun- 
dation of the World; which implies, at leaſt, 
Dominion, upon your own Principles: And 
| W whcn He came into the World, * He came un- | 
: WH 70 his own, (Joh. 1. 11.) having been their Crea. 1 
or, v. 20. and, as is now explain'd, Governor 1 
from the firſt, Wherefore, certainly, He had . 
ea juſt Claim and Title to Adoration and Worſhip 1 
tim the Foundation of the World, even upon li. 
Hour own Hypotheſis. As to his creating mini. 3s 
s WE /{erially only, I have ſaid enough to that point, 9 
„under the Eleventh Query, whither I refer you. . 
: From what hath been obſerved, it may ap- E 3 
| Wl pear ſufficiently, that the divine Ah was our 1 
„ing, and our God long before; that He had "a 
che fame Claim and: Title to religious Worſhip | 4 "Ml 
e chat the Father Himſelf had; only not ſo di- A} 
f ſtinctly reveald; and that his Enthronization , "F? 
»  fficr bis Reſurrection, was nothing more than *% 
/ WW declaring the Dignity of His Perſon more ſolemn- | 
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d Mundi enim Factor vere Verbum Dei eſt. Iren. p. 315. 

* Verbum autem Hoc illud eſt, Quod in ſua venit, & ſui Eum 


non receperunt. Mundus enim per Eum factus eſt, & Mundus 


6 Eum non cognovit. Novar: c. 13. p. 714. 

d Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo Veniens in hunc 

* Mundum in ſua venit, cum Homo nullum fecerit Mundum ? 
Novat. P.. J 15. Vid. & Hippolyt. contr. Noet. c. 12. p. 14. 
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whole Perſon, with the ſame Power and Autho. 
rity, which, as God; He always had; and now 
was to hold in a different Capacity, and with the 
Addition of a new and ſpecial Title, that of Re. 
deemer. * They therefore who endeavour to 
found the Son's Title to Worſhip, only upon the 
Powers and Authority of the Mediator, or God. 
Man, after the Reſurrection (alledging Fob, f. 22. 
Phil. 2.10. Heb. 1.6. and the like) give us but 
a very lean and poor Account of this Matter; 
neither conſiſtent with Truth, nor indeed with 
their own Hypotheſis, You quote Phil. 2. 6. in 
favour of your Notion; and ſay, that Chriſt was 
from the Beginning in the form of God; yet 
He did not afſume to 's Hide to 2 honoured 
like unto God, 47 0 after his Humiliation. But 
this Poſition can never be made out from that 
Text. Allowing you your Interpretation, about 
aſſuming to be hononr'd, yet this can mean on- 
ly, that He did not aſſume, during His Humt 


lation, without any reference to What He had 


done before. It is very clear from Job. 17. f. 
that our bleſſed Saviour was to have flo greater 
Glory after his Exaltation and Aſcenfion, than 
He had before the World was. Ghorify me 
with thine own ſelf, with the Glory,” which 
T had with Thee, before the World was. 
His Glory had, to appearance, been under an 
Eclipſe, during the ſtate of. his eee 


| * Clarke's Seript Doe Prop. 48. 50, 12 Cartes Reply, 
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| But aftcr that, He was to appear again in 
full Luſtre; in all the Brightneſs and Splen- 
dor of his divine Majeſty , as He had done 
cyct before. You think, that our Worſhip of 
Him, in his 0Wn diſtindt Perſon and 2 
Her, commencd after his Reſurrection from 
the dead. I might allow this to be fo in Fact; 
and yet maintain, that He always had the ſame 
juſt Right and Title to religious Worſhip ; 
| Which muſt have had its effect „ Bad it "We 
clearly and diſtinctly revealed, ſooner. This 
is cnough for my purpoſe; in as much as I con- 
tend only, that the Worſhip due to Him is not 
founded merely upon the Power and Authority 
ſuppoſed to have been given Him after his Re- 
ſurrection; but upon his perſonal Dignity, and 
eſſential Perfections. He might have had the 
very ſame right and claim all along, that ever 
He had after; only it could not take effect, and 
be acknowledged, till it came to be clearly re- 
vealed. Thus, God the Father had, undoubtedly, 
a full Right and Title to the Worſhip and Service 
of Men, or of Angels, from the firſt: But that 
Right could not take place before He revealed 
| and made Himſclf known to Them. This, I 
gay, is ſufficient to my purpoſe; and all that I 
inſiſt upon. Yet, becauſe I have a religious 
| Wl Veneration for cvery Thing which was uni- 
| verſally taught and believed by the carlieſt 
Catholick Writers, eſpecially if it has ſome 
| Countenance likewiſe from Scripture ; I in- 
dine to think that Worſhip , diſtin Wor- 
t FT. 4 ſhip, 


— <a oneare ao HOES he: ONE Po pr = 2 


. rae 


— — —_ 


1 
; 
. 
i 
* 1 
l * 
fl Ss 5 
* | 
v5 if | 
_— 
© 1448 [_ 
611 | 
| | lf 
: F * 1 - 
[1 jd : 
n 48 
l } TT, 
p12 AN 
$3; 411 
Sb 
G = 
i 
1 
TY 1 
k * 
! 9 ' 
o ** 
5 4 
1 1 
g Hh 
14 : 
18 T1 
| 
% 
- , 
SS * 
* 
[ o * 
* = 
© is * 
i 
*1 1 2 
15 N 
14 1 
1 | wal 
3015 r 
ty . 
* 
| ö 
4 
Si. ;} 
4” 19 
jd "5 
rl + 
: » 
19 
18. 1 
nu 
} 
1 4 
F * 
N " 
# 
* ' * 
i 1 
7 
+ 
, * 
*. * 
* 
14 , 
EY 
* . = 
* * * 
* 5 a 
. 1 37 
* * 
; . 
4 5 
* ny 
vo »F. A 
1 
„ KR 
1 
* + 
[os 7 
* * 
i 
vi oc 
17 * * 
__— 
1 4 
+ 4485 
| 1 
ts, 
50 5 4 
1979 
1 
* N 
ee 
3 
» 1 
1 N 
1 * . 
. kT 
1 5 , 
: 1 1 
7 % 14 © 8 
* 0 G 


D 1 
4 1 
x = _ 
- ., HE 
35 of 2 
= A. 
q * — 
N 1 bu 
: 2 4 
7 wh 
8 1. 1949 
ö i145 
b 1 
Ly 
0 
5 


all along headed and conducted that People, was 


and the Jewiſh Church. And herein, had we 
no other Writings left, we might reaſonably 


as well before, as in their own Times. You 
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ſhip, was paid to the Son, long before his Incar. 
nation. 4 | 

Irenæus is * expreſs that the Aly. was wor. 
ſhip'd of old, together with the Father. And 
this muſt have been the Senſe of all thoſe Fa. 
thers, before the Council of Nice, who under. 
ſtood and belicvcd that the Perſon who ap- 
peared to the Patriarchs, who preſided over 
the Jewiſh Church, gave them the Law, and 


the ſecond Perſon of the ever bleſſed Trinity, 
Now, this was the general and unanimous Opi. 
nion of the Ante-Nicene Writers, as hath been 
ſhewn at large, under Query the ſecond. And 
it is obſervable, that Exſebins and Athanaſins, | 
(two very conſiderable Men, and thoroughly 
vers d in the Writings of the Chriſtians before 
Them) tho' they were oppoſite as to Party, 
and differd as to Opinion, in ſome Points; 
yet They f intirely agreed in This, that the 
Son was worfhip'd by Abraham, Moſes , &c. 


believe that they ſpake the Senſe of their Pre- 
deceſſors, and of the whole Chriſtian Church, 


will ſay perhaps, that the Worſhip, ſuppoſed to 
have been then paid to the Son, was not «+ 


* Qui igitur a Prophetis adorabatur Deus Vivus, Hic eſt Vi- 

yorum Deus & Verbum Ejus — l. 4. c. 5. p. 232. Ed. Bened. 
See alſo Novatian. c. 15. Deum & Angelum invocatum. 

1 Euſeb E. H. I. 1. c. 2. See alſo Comm. in Iſa. p. 381. 386. 

Athanaſ. Vol. I. p. 443. 445. in SD 

ſtmntt 
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n Worſhip. But it is ſufficient that it was 
according to the Senſe of the Chriſtian Church) 
id to the Perſon appearing, the Per- 
„of the Son, and He did not refuſe it 
hich is the very Argument that * ſome of 
e Ante-Nicene Writers uſe in Proof of his 
divinity. The Patriarchs worſhip'd that Per- 
on, who appeard and communed with Them; 


| Wrpofing Him to be the God of the Univerſe, 
. W whom of right all Worſhip belongs. Had 


el did Manoah's Sacrifice; and as the Angel, in 
he Revelations, rejected the Worſhip which 
t. John would have offered Him. In a word; 
nce the Son received that Worſhip, in his ow? 
Perſon (according to the Antients) it muſt be 
id, He was then dictinctlh worſhip d, and in 


Cd ww „ 


er That be, my Argument is ſtill good, 
hat the Son (having been in the Form of God, 


Ed 2Þ wo 2 


> Worſhip, even upon your Principles (much 
lore mine) long before the commencing of his 


* Novatian may here ſpeak the Senſe of all. On Gen. 31. He 
nments thus.: Si Angelus Dei loquitur hæc ad Jacob, atque 


loco Dei: Non tantummodo Hunc, Angelum, ſed & Deum 
itum, ſine ulla hæſitatione conſpicimus; Quique Sibi votum 
fert ab Jacob deſtinatum eſſe, exc. — Nullius Alterius An- 
l poteſt hic accipi tanta Auctoritas, ut Deum Ss eſſe fateatur, 
E votum $164 factum eſſe Teſtetur, niſi tantummodo Chriſti 


c. 17. Judges 13. 16. 
Media- 


e not been what They took Him for, He 
ould have rejected that Worſhip, as the f An- 


s own Right, as being truly God. How- 


d God; Creator, Preſerver and Suſtainer of 
| Things, from the Beginning) had a Right 


ſe Angelus infert, dicens: Ego ſum Deus qui viſus ſum tibi 
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Mediatorial Kingdom: And therefore his Rip 
and Title to Worſhip was not founded uy 
the Powers then ſuppoſed to have been gie 
Him: Conſequently, thoſe Texts which ya 
refer to, for that purpoſe, are not pertinenth 
alledged; nor are they of ſtrength ſufficient t 
bear all that ſtreſs which you lay upon Then 
This Point being ſettled, I might allow you thi 
in ſome Senſe, diſtinct Worſhip commenc! 
with the aiiſtinct Title of Jon, or Redeemer 
That is, our Bleſſed Lord was then firſt ut 
ſhip'd, or commanded to be worſhip'd by 
under that diflin& Title or Character; havin 
before had no other Title or Character p 
culiar and proper to Himſelf, but only wha 
was * common to the Father and Him too. Thc 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are all jointl 
concern'd in Creation, Redemption, and &. 
cłiſcation; yet it may ſcem good to Infinit 
Wiſdom, for great Ends and Reaſons, to atti 
bute each reſpectively to one Perſon, rathe 
than another; ſo that the Father may be 
phatically Creator, the Son Redeemer, ti 
Holy Ghoſt Sanctiſier: And upon the co 
mencing of theſe Titles reſpectively, the d:/tml 
Worſhip of each (amongſt Men) might accotd 
ingly commence alſo. Excellent are the Won 


* $ic Deus voluit novare Sacramentum, ut ove Unus de 
deretur per Filium & Spiritum, ut Coram jam Deus in \ 
propriis Nominibus & Perſonts cognoſceretur, qui & retro} 
Filium & Spiritum prædicatus non intelligebatur. Tertull. con 
Prax. 0.3% 1 


0 
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* Biſhop Bull to this purpoſe ; which I have 
own into the Margin. I ſhall only add that 
le you endeayour to found Chriſt's Right and 
tle to worſhip ſolely upon the Powers ſup- 
ed to be given Him after his Reſurrection, 
u fall much below the generality of the An- 
nt Arians ( whom yet you would be thought 
excced) and are running into the Socimian 
eme, not very conſiſtently with your own. 
us you ſeem to be fluctuating and wavering 
een Two, (at the ſame time verbally con- 
mning Both) certain in Nothing, but in oppo- 
g the Catholic Doctrine; which when you 
ve left, you ſcarce know where to fix, or how 
make your Principles hang together. To ex- 
in this a little fatther : I found the Son's Title 
worſhip upon the Dignity of his Perſon; 
creatrve Powers declared in Joh. 1. and elſe- 
here; his being Oz; from the Beginning; and 


profecto admiranda mihi videtur divinarum Perſonarum in 
foſanctiſſima Triade oixovoue, qua unaquæque Perſona diſtin- 
qual TIitulo humanum imprimis genus imperio ſuo divino 
rin xerit, Titulo illi reſpondente etiam diſtintta uniuſcujuſque 
petil patefactione. Patrem colimus ſub Titulo Creatoris hujus- 


; rer, qui & ab ipſa Mundi Creatione hominibus innotuerit; 
„ :coramus ſub Titulo Redemptoris ac Servatoris noſtri, 
1080s idcirco divina. gloria atque imperium non niſi poſt per- 
Jn um in terris humane Redemptionis ac Salutis negotium fue- 


patefactum; Spiritum denique Sanctum veneramur ſub Titalo 
acleti, luminatoris, ac Sanctiſicatoris noſtri, cujus adeo di- 
a Majeſtas demum poſt deſcenſum ejus in Apoſtolos primoſ- 
: Chriſtianos donorum omne genus copioſiſſima largitione il- 
fiſumum, clarius emicuerit. Nimirum tum demum Apoſtoli, 
De ex Chriſti mandato, Gentes baptizabant in Plenam atque. 
natam Trinitatem (ut cum Cypriano loquar) h. e. in nomine 
ils, Filit, & Spiritus Sancti. Bull. Prim. Trad. p. 142. 
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his preſer ing, and upholding all T hings ( 4 
cording to Coloſſ. 1. 16, 17. and Heb. 1. \ anten 
cedently to his mediatorial Kingdom: You, « 
the other Hand, found it intirely upon th 
Powers given Him after his Humiliation (alleq rin 
ing ſuch * Texts as theſe, Matt. 28. I8, 74 
5. 22, 23. Phil. 2. 10, 11s Rev. 1. 5, 6. Rei" 
5. 8, 9, 10.) as if He had no juſt Claim 
Title to worſbip at all, before that Time: fou. 
tho you put in the equivocal Word, Ain tt 
(very ingeniouſly ) yet your Meaning really r 
and the Tendency of your Argument requir 
it, that no Worſhip, Aiſtinct or otherwiſe, vi u 
due to Him, till He reccived thoſe full Powe 
This pretence, I ſay, might come decently : 
properly from a Socinian, or a Sabelhan, wh 
cither makes Creation Metaphorical, or inte 
prets ſuch Texts as Joh. I. 1. Col. 1. 16, 17. a” 
the like, of the Reaſon or Miſdlom of the Fathe il 
that is, the Father, indwelling in the M on 
Chriſt Jeſus. But in you it muſt appear ver 
Improper 3 and very inconſiſtent with yo 
other Principles: Wherefore I muſt again deſit 
you to be more conſiſtent; and to hoop to on 
conſtant Scheme. Take either Arian, Sal 
lian, or Socinian, and abide by it; and the 
I may know what I have to do: But do nc 
pretend to hold Two Schemes, at a time, utte 
ly repugnant to cach other. 
As to Scripture's ſeeming, in ſome places, t 
Found Chriſt's Title to Worſhip, not {0 muc 


"* Se Dr. Clarke's Reply, p. 239. 249. 
Upo 
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pon what He is im Himſelf, as upon what 
e has done for us; a very good Reaſon may 
given for it, if it be well conſidered by what 
brings and Movements moral Agents are 
ated, and that we love even God Himſelf, 
ith reference to our Selyes, * becauſe He frſf 
wed us. Abſtraffed Reaſons of Eſteem, Ho- 
our, and Regatd ate unaffecting, without a 
ture of ſomething relative to Us, whick' 
ur Selves have a near concern in. The e&f- 
mia! Dignity of Chriſt's Perſon is really the 
round and Foundation of Honour, and Eſteem 
nd conſequently of Worſhip, the higheſt Ex- 
reſfion of Both) which ought always to bear 
roportion to the intrinſick Excellency of the 
dbjet : But his Offices, relative to Us, are the 
wing Reaſons, which principally affect our 
Vils; and without which we ſhould want the 
rongeſt Incitement to pay that Honour and 
Vorlfip, which the eſſential Excellency of his 
eſon demands. Scripture has ſufficiently ap- 
zed us of Both, diſcovering at once both his 
ſolute and relative Dignity; 5 that ſo we be⸗ 
bs inſtructed as well concerning what He is "un 
imſelf, as what He is in refpe& to Us, m 

nderſtand what Honour juſtly belongs to Him, 
nd want no Motive to pay it accordingly. | 
dd to this, that Chriſt's Office, relative to us, 
aturally leads us back to the antecedent Excel- 
and Perfection of that Perſon, who was 
dle to do ſo great and ſo aſtoniſhing Things 


Joh. 4. 19. 90 
r 
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for us; Beſides that it muſt appear in the his 
eſt Degree probable, that no Creature whatey 
e e Him to have ſuitable. Abilitics) cou 
have been entruſted with ſo great and ſo 
dearing a Charge; ſuch as muſt inevitably dr; 
after it a larger ſhare of our Love, Reſpect, 
Eſteem, than ſeems conſi iſtent with our Duty 
God, and the Rules laid down in Scripture f 
our Behaviour towards the Creatures, But ( 
nough of this: 1 ee 9 


QUERY XIX. 


Whether the Dekor hath not given a vi 
partial Account of Joh. 5. 23. founding f 
Honour due to the Son, on this only, thi 
the Father hath committed all Judgment « 
the Son 5 when the true Reafon afſiend . 

our Saviour, and illuſtrated by ſeveral I 
.  ffances, is, that the Son doth the ſame Thing 
that the Father dath, hath the ſame Heu ; 
and Authority o oa doing what He will; an 
therefore has à Title to as great Honour, N 
verence, and Regard, as the Father H in | 

hath? And it is no Objettian to this, t 

the Son. is there ſaid to do Nothing of Him 
ſelf, or ta have all given Him by the Fat 
| fince it is owned that the Father is th 

Fountain of All, from whom the Son derivt 
in an ine ſfalle manner, his Efſence and Poa 
| fo as to be one with Him, 
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N Anſwer to this, you ſay, The only Ho. 
nour due to our Saviour, is plainly fup+ 
ſed by St. John ro be given Him, upon Ac. 
wnt of his being appointed by the Father 
ue of the World, p. 96. This is very ſtrange 
deed, What! Was there no Honour due to 
im on Account of his having been Ot from 
e Beginning? None for his having created the 
orld? None on Account of his being the on/y 
gotten Son, which St. John repreſents as a 
rcumſtance of exceeding great * Glory? Sure- 
theſe were Things great enough to demand 
Tribute of Honour and Reſpect; and there- 
re St, 7ohm could never mean, that He was to 
: honoured only upon that ſingle Account, as 
ing conſtituted Judge of all Men. This 
ld never be the only treaſon why al Men 
ould honour the Son even as They honour 
be Father. What then did St. Fohn mean? 


f 


„rather, what did our Bleſſed Lord mean, 
1 boſe Words St. Fon recites? He meant what 
has ſaid, and what the Words literally im- 
n; that the Father (whoſe Honour had been; 


nciently ſecured under the Jeuiſh Diſpenſa- 
dn, and could not but be ſo under the Chri- 
an alſo) being as much concern d for the Ha- 
ur of his Son, had been pleaſed to commit 
judgment to Him, for this very end and 
poſe, that Men might thereby ſee and know 
pat the Son, as well as the Father, was Judge of 
Joh. 1. 14. 1 ö hs 1130 

all 
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all the Earth, and might from thence be call © 
vinc d how reaſonable it was, and how highly 55 

0! 


concern'd therh, to pay all the fame Honour 
the Son, which they had hitherto believed of ©* 
belong to the Father only. And conſiderins ©'® 
how apt Mankind would be to leſſen the Digni 9 
of the Son (whether out of a vein of difputin tac 
or becauſe He had condeſcended to becom be 
Man like Themſelves) and conſidering alſo thi 
the many Notices of the Divinity of his Pe 
ſon might not be ſufficient, with ſome, to rail 
in Them that Eſteem, Reverence, and Rega 
for Him, which They ought to have, for th 
mote effeQually ſecuring a Point of this hig 
Concernment, it pleaſed the Father to leave th 
final Judgment of the great Day in the Hand 
of his Son: Men therefore might conſider th 
this Perſon; whom they were tod apt to d 
regard, was not only their Creator, and Lom 
and God, but their Zudge too, before whol 
awful Tribunal they muſt one Day appear: 
awakening C eye Bron ſuch as might not onl 
convince Them of his exceeding Excellency a 
Super- eminent Perfections, but might remi 
them alſo, how much it was their Intereſt, 
well as Duty, to pay Him all that Honour, Ade 
ration, and Service, which the Dignity and M. 
jeſty of his Perſon demands. 

Let us but ſuppoſe the pteſent Catholick De 
arine of the Co. equality and Co- eternity of t1 
three Perſons to be true, what more prop 


method can we imagine, to ſecure to each p 
* 2 | J 
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ſon the Honour due unto Him, than this; that 
eycry Perſon ſhould be manifeſted to us under 
ſor c peculiar Title or Character, and inforce his 
claim or Homage by ſome remarkable Diſpenſa- 
tion, ſuch as might be apt to raiſe in Us a reli- 
gious Ave and Veaerition? This is the Caſe in 
fact; aud on this Account, chiefly, it ſeems to 
be that the Son, rather than the Father (whoſe 
perlonal Dignity is lets liable to be queſtion d) 
s to be Judge of all Men, that ſo all Men may 
honour the Son, 1d. Nc THAWT T TATE. The 
learned Doctor * pleads that 490g often ſigni- 
fes a general Similitude only, not an exact 
Equality: Which is very true; and would be 
pertinent, if we built our Argument on the 
critical Meaning of the Particle. But what we 
inſiſt on, is, that our Bleſſed Lord, in that 
Chapter, draws a Parallel beween the Father 
and Himſelf, between the Father's Works and 
lis 0272, founding thereupon his Title to Ho- 
nour ; which ſufficiently intimates what za; 
means; efpecially if it be conſider d that this 
Jus in anſwer to the Charge of making Him- 
ſelf + equal with God. This is what I in- 
3 in the Query; upon the reading where- 
of, you are ſtruck with amazement at ſo evi- 
ent an inſtance, how prejudice blinds the 
Minds, &c. But let me perſuade you to for- 
bear that way of talking, which ( beſides that 
t is taking for granted the main Thing in Que 
lion, preſuming that all the Prejudice lies on 
* Re ly, p. 260. John 8. 18. 


100 
bs 
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one ſide, and all the Reaſon on the other) i; 
really not very becoming, in this Caſe, con- 
ſidering how many wiſe, great, and good Men, 


how many Churches of the Saints, through a 


long Succeſſion of Ages, you muſt, at the ſame 


time, charge with Prejudice and Blindneſs ; 


and that too after much canvaſſing and careful 
conſidering what Objections could be made a. 
gainſt Them; to which you can add nothing 
new, nor ſo much as repreſent the old ones 
with greater Force than They have been oſten 
before, 1300 Ycars ago. It might here be ſuffi. 
cient, for you, modeſtly to offer your Reaſons: 
And however convincing they may appear to 
you (vet conſidering that to Men of equal Senſe, 
Learning, and Integrity, they have appeared 
much otherwiſe) to ſuſpect your own Judg- 
ment ; or, at leaſt, to believe that there may 
be Reaſons, which you do not ſee, for the con. 
trary Opinion. Well, but after your fo great 
Aſſurance, let us hear what you have to (iy. 
IF our Lord had purpoſely deſignd, in the 
moſt expreſs and emphatical Manner, to oc: 
clare his real Subordination and Depend:nct 
oz the Father, te could not have done it 

re fully and clearly than He hath in this 
whoſe Chapter. Yes, ſure He might: Being 


charged with HBlaſphemy, in making Him 


Abhorrence of ſuch a Thought; and have told 


Them that He pretended to be nothing more 


than a Creature of God's, ſent upon Gods 
| Errand ; 
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Errand; and that it was not by his own Power 


or Holineſs, that He made the lame Man to 
all, (ſee Acl. 3. 12.) Such an Apology as 
this would have effectually took off all farther 
Suſpicion, and might perhaps have well become 
a Creature, when charg'd with Þ/aſphe;my, who 
had a true Reſpect for the Honour of his Creator. 
But, inſtead of this, He goes on, a ſecond Time, 
to call Himſelf Son of God, v. 25. declaring far- 
ther, that there was ſo perfect a Union and In- 
timacy between the Father and Himſelf, that He 
was aBle to do any thing which the Father did ; 
had not only the fame Right and Authority to 
work on the Sabbath, but the ſame Power of 


giving Life to whom He pleaſed, of raiſing the 


Dead, and judging the World ; and therefore 
the ſame Right and Title to the tame Honour 
and Regard : and that the Execution of thoſe 
Powers was lodged in his Hands particularly, 


leſt the World ſhould not be ſufficiently appre- 


henſive of his high Worth, Eminency, and Dig- 


nity; or ſhould not Honour the Jon even as 5 they 
honour the Father. 


This is the obvious natural Conſtruction of 


the whole Paſſage : You have ſome Pretences 


againſt it, which have been cxamin'd and con- 
fured long ago by Hilary, Chryſoſtom, Cyril, 


Auſtin , and other venerable Fathers of the 
Chriſtian Church; ſo that I have little more 
to do, than to repeat the Anſwers. The Jews, 


you ſay, falfly and malicionſly charged Him 
with making Himſelf equal with God. So ſaid 
V 2 | 
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the Arians: But what ground had either They, 
or You, for ſaying ſo? It does not appear that 
the Evangeliſt barely repeated what the Fews 
had ſaid: But He gives the Reaſons why the 
Zews ſought to kill Him; namely, becauſe He 
had broke the Sabbath, and becauſe He made 
Himſelf equal with God. So thought * Hilary; 
and He is followed therein by Others, whom 
you may find mention'd in f Petavms. And 
this + Hocinus himſelf was ſo ſenſible of, that 
He could not but allow that the Apoſtle, as well 
as the eus, undcrſtood that our Bleſfed Lord 
had declared Himſelf equal to God; only He is 
forced to explain away the equality to' a Senſe 
foreign to the Context. ! 

But ſuppoſing that the Apoſtle only repeated 
what the Jews had charged Him with; how 
docs it appear that the Charge was falſe ? It is 
not to be denicd that He had really wrought 
on the Sabbath, and had really called God his 
Father, and in a Senſe peculiar; and why 
ſhould not the reſt of the Charge be as true as 
the other? The Context and Reaſon of the 
Thing ſcem very much to favour it: His ſay- 


* Nan nunc, ut in cæteris ſolet, Judæorum Sermo ab his di- 
ctus refertur. Expoſitio potius hæc Evangeliſtæ eſt, Cauſam de- 
monſtrantis cur Dominum interfi: ece vellent. Hil. Trin. l. 7. 
P. 935. De Fein, $1.02; 

+ Ex modo loquendi quo uſus eſt Evangeliſta, ſentiam eum 
omnino una cum Judzis cenſuiſſe Chriſtum, verbis illis, ſe æqua- 
lem Deo feciſſe — neceſſe fit intelligere Hoc ipſum Eum quo- 
que ſenſiſſe, non minus quam ſenſerit Chriſtum appellaſſe Deum 
Patrem ſuum, quod ab ipſo, uno & eodem verborum Contextu, 
proxime dictum fuerat. Socin. Reſp. ad Vujek p. 5 77. 


ing, 
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ing, my Father worketh hitherto, and I work, 
muſt imply, either that He had an cqual Right 
to do any thing his Father did; or, that He 
was ſo intimately united to Him, that He could 
not but act in concert with Him: Which is 
farther confirm'd by what follows, v. 19. Lat 
things ſoever He doth, theſe alſo doth the Son 
liketwiſe. Beſides, that had this been only a ma- 
licious Suggeſtion, a falſe Charge of the 7ews, 


the Evangeli ſt, very probably, would have gi- 


yen Intimation of it, as we find done in other 


Caſcs,of that Nature, (oh. 2. 21. Matt. 16. 12.) 


This is the Subſtance of St. Chry/o/fom's reaſon- 
ing, in Anſwer to your firſt Objection; and I 


am the more confirm'd in its being true and 
right, by obſerving, as before ſaid, that S$oc7- 
nus himſelf, a Man ſo much prejudicd on the 


other ſide, could not help falling in with the 


ſame way of Thinking, ſo far, as to bclicve 
that the Apoſtle and the Jets both agreed in 
the ſame Thing, v/z. that our Lord did, by 
what He had ſaid, make Himſelf equal with 
God, in ſome Senſe, or other; ſuch as the Jews 
thought to be Blaſphemy, and in Conſequence 
whereof, they would have d, i. c. ſtoned 
Him. Another Exception you make from 
the Words, The Son can do nothing 5 Him 
ſelf: The obvious meaning of which is; that 
being ſo nearly and cloſely related to God, as 
a Son is to a Father ; the Jews might depend 
upon it, that whatever He did, was both agrce- 
able to, and concerted with his Father; "and 
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ought to be received with the ſame Reverence 
and Regard, as if the Father Himſelf had done 
it. He, as a Son, being perfectly one with 
his Father, could do notb ing <avricy ro r, 
againſt his Father, nothing ANN6T OY, nothing 
tor, (as Chryſoſtom expreſſeth it) Both having 
the ſame Nature; and harmoniouſly uniting al. 
ways in Cperatzon and Energy, Hence it 
was, that, if one Srought, the other muſt 
work too; if one did any Thing, the other 
ſhould do /kewwiſe ; if one quichned whom He 
would, fo ſhould the other alto; and if one had 
Life in himſelf (or the Power of raiſing the 
Dead) fo ſhould tlie other have too: And if 
the Father was primarily Fudge of the World, 
in right of his Prerogative as Father, the Son 
ſhould have it in the Exerciſe and Execution, 
to manifcſt the Equality. Now, here is no 
ſtraining nor forcing of Texts, but the literal, 
obvious, natural Interpretation. But the In- 
rerpretation, which you give, is plainly forc'd, 
makes the Context incoherent, and the whole 
Paſſage inconſiſtent. For, be pleas'd to obſerve 
your Senſe of verſe the 19th. The Son can 
do nothing but by Commiſſiun from the Father: 
Why? then follows, For what things ſoever 
He doth, theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe. 
Does it follow, becauſe He can do nothing of 
Himſelf, in your Senſe, that therefore He can 
do every thing which the Father does? Where 
is the Senſe, or Connexion? Is He here limit- 
ing, and leſſening his own Powers, as, upon 

E's your 
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rour Principles, He ſhould have done in an- 
| {yer to the Charge of Blaſphemy ? No; but He 
extends them to the utmoſt; and, inſtead of 
retracting, goes on in the ſame ſtrain, and ſays 
more than He had ſaid before. To make good 
| Senſe and Coherence of the Paſlage, upon your 
| Scheme, you muſt fill up the Deficiency thus. 
The Son can do nothing but by Commiſſion; 
and Commuſſion He has, to do every thing chat 
the Father doth : Which, tho' it ſounds harſh; 
and looks too familiar for a Creature to pre- 
tend, yet might make the Context coherent. 
However, ſince the Interpretation I have be- 
fore given, is more natural, and more obvious, 
argues no deficiency in the Text, makes the 
whole coherent, and has nothing harſh or diſ- 
agreeing in it, it ought to be prefer d. For, after 
all, it muſt be thought very odd and ſtrange 
for a Creature to be commiſſiond or empower 'd 
to do all Things that the Creator doth 3 and 
| tO do them ee in the ſame MANnner, alſo. 
do not make any forced Conſtruction; for ſo 
the 2oth verſe, immediately following . 
terprets it: for the Father loveth the Son, 
and fheweth Him all Things that Himſelf doth. 
You cndeayour indeed to make ſome Advantage 
of this very Text; alledging that this Poor 
which the Son exercis d, was given Him, not 
by Neceſlity (which is no Gift) but by free Love. 
Put why muſt Love imply Freedom ? Doth not 
| God love Himſelf? And if the Love of Himſelf 
be no matter of Choice, why muſt the Love of 
V 4 his 
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obſerves that the drift and deſign of our Savi. 


Nature with the Father, and his Sonſbbip, at the 
ſame Time. * No inferior Nature could be 


have them but as communicated. So that, in 
the whole, it is directly oppoſite to ſuch as 


Words very remarkable, which I ſhall throw in- 


Pater facit, & ipſe Eadem facit. Unum ſunt, quia exæquatut 


. miſſus Ef, p. 929. 
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his Son, his other Self, be repreſented otherwiſe) 
You are forced to add to the Text, to give ſome 
colour to your Argument; and to call it fte 
Love, when the Text ſays only, that the Father 
lovoth. „ 

Thus far I have endeavour'd to clear up the 
Senſe of St. ohn; and to vindicate it from 
your Exceptions: which are not of fo great 
Weight, that you need be amazed at any 
Man's thinking ſlightly of them. Hilary well 


ours Words was to declare his Equality of 
capable of having all Things; nor could a Son 


either diſown an Equality of Nature, or a real 
Diſtinction; wherefore Hilary concludes trium. 
phantly, both againſt Arians and Sabellians, in 


to the | Margin. 


But you add, as a Recapitulation of what {Wo 
you had ſaid upon this Article: IF therefore Wor 
0 


to be freely ſent, and to act in the Name and 


by the Authority of another, be, to aſſume a 


Omnia habere ſofa natura Polit indifferens ; neque Nativi- 
tas aliquid habere poſſit, niſi datum fit, p. 918. 

7 Concluſa ſunt omnia adverſum Heeretici Furoris Ingenia. 
Filius eſt, quia ab ſe nihil poteſt.. Deus eſt, quia quæcunque 


in Honore, Eademque facit non alia. Non cit Paten quia 


He has more to rhe ſame purpoſe p. IOTF, 12 t. 
Bs. | equality 
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quality of Honour and Regard with that 


cher, by whom He was ſent; we muſt for 
yer deſpair to underſtand the meaning of 
Words, or to be able to diſtinguiſh between a 
Yelegated, and a ſupreme underived Power, 
9. 97.) To which I make anſwer: If declaring 
imſelf to be the proper Son of That Other, : 
which both the Fews and the Apoſtle under- 
tood to be the ſame with making Himſelf equal 
with Him: If his claiming to Himſelf the ſame 
dicht, Power, and Authority which the Other 
ath; and aſſerting that He is able to do what- 
ver the Other doth; and that the exerciſe of 
ole Powers is left to Him, for this very end 
nd purpoſe, that all Men may honour the 
nc even as they honour the Other: It this be 
ot aſſuming an Equality of Honour and Regard 
rich that Other; we muſt for ever deſpair to 
nderſtand the meaning of Words, or to be able 
o diſtinguiſh between what is proper to a Crea- 
are, and what to a the Creator on-). 
As to what you hint concerning a delegated 
ower, it is not to your Purpoſe; unleſs you 
ould prove that one Perſon cannot be *Delegate 
0 Another, without being uncqual, in nature, 
0 Him; which would prove that one Man 
anot be Delegate to another Man; beſides 
ther Abſurditics. Acting by a delegated Power 
oes by no means infer any Inferiority of Na. 
ir Wire, but rather the quite contrary ; eſpecially, 
* W the Charge be ſuch, as no inferior Nature 
ould be able to ſuſtain ; 5 orif the Honov! at- 
7 tending 
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and wonderful «:xoy4uiz of the Three Perſon 


of it. 


let that be rightly underſtood, and I ſhall n 


equal, it may be admitted: But, I am not g 
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tending it, or conſequent upon it, be too greg 
for an "inferior Nature to receive; as the Cat 
is here. However, the divine Adminiſtration 


with their Order of Acting, is what we muſt ng 
preſume perfectly to underſtand ; Nor can ay 
certain Argument be drawn againſt the Thing 
from our imperfect and inadequate Conception 


If it be objected that there is a $ upremary ( 
Order lodged in One more than in the Other 


gainſay it. The Father, as Father, is þ 
preme ; and the Son, as 5 on, ſubordinate. 
pretend not to make the Son the Firſt, but th 
Second Perſon of the Godhead. Whatever! 
equality of Honour ſuch a Supremacy of Ong 
and Jubordination of the Other neceſſarily in 
ply, while the Nature or Eſſence is ſuppoſe 


prized that they infer any; Becauſe, tho thc 
are two Perſons, there is but one * undividt 


* Unius autem Subſtantize, & Unius Status, & Tnius Potel 
tis, quia Unus Deus. Tertull. contr. Prax. c. 2. Inius Divi 
tat is Pater, & Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus. 1d. de Pud, 0. 21. 

Ey! TW Oe 2 Ty Tap auUTS M0 70 165 „Me c can 
Leer“ Athenag. leg. c. 15. p. 64. 

Unam & Eandem Omnipotent iam Patris ac Filii eſſe cognd 
ſcas; ſicut Unus atque Idem eit cum Patre Deus & Domi 
Orig. De Apy, | I. 0. 2. 

Oi mY . A 09% Ly rr, 2 ern 445 Nes, * lian * 
ew rl. Cyril] Catech. 6. p. 77. Ed. Ox. 

O er Eau * 7 a, u, A De: 2 T arc 
cia 2 able; 0 5 200) N ( . © 5 * eZ 271 ay QUITE ga 


tx. Greg. Nyſl. contr. Eanom, "hy Þ 5. 14. 
Natule 
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ure; which makes the Caſe widely different 
m that of one Man (a diſtinct and ſeparate 
nz) acting under Another. 5 

What follows, of your Anſwer to the preſent 
ery, is only ringing Changes upon the old 
jection, drawn from your imaginary Senſe of 
joidual Subſtance. And here you let your 
joughts rove, and abound much in Flight 
Fancy; concciving of the Trinity, after 
> manner of Bodies, and reaſoning from cor- 
real and ſenſible Images. A blind Man would 
; take his Notion of Colours, perhaps from 
| Hearing or Feeling; and make many fan- 
| Demonſtrations againſt the Doctrine of 
Jo; which would all yaniſh, upon the open- 
of his Eyes. Were we as able to judge of 
at may, or may not be, in relation to 
> Modus of the divine Exiſtence, as we arc 
udge of common Matters, lying within the 
here of our Capacity, there might then be 
ic Force in the Objections made againſt the 
rine of the Trinity from natural Reaſon : 
t ſince many Things, eſpecially thoſc relating 


ſotum Pater, Totum poſſidet Filus : Unius eſt quod Am- 
um eſt, quod unus poſſidet Singulorum eft; Domino ipſo 
lite; Omnia quæcunque habet Pater, mea ſunt; quia Pater in 
„ & Filius manet in Patre. Cui, Aſſechu non Condit ione, 
tate non Neceſſitate, decore ſubjicitur, per Quem Pater 
per honoratur. Denique inquit: Ego & Pater unum ſumus. 
de non Diminutiva, ſed Religioſa, ut dixi, ſubjectione eſt 
s Patri ſubjectus: cum Originalis perpetuique Regni una 
Neo, Co-æternitatis Omnipotentiæque una Subſtantia, una 
alias, una virtus Majeſtatis auguſtæ, unito in lumine una 
tas retinetur. Zen. Veronenſ. cit. a Bull. D. F. p. 266. 


to 


— 2 — - — — = ET "= A IS .. IJIN”. — 22 — FI e * 
— 3 5 ==. JOE — - A ES. - — x = — = — 2 SI. ——S. — E- S EY 4 =_ — 
— > \ bo = 5 — 8 == — - -. — 2 = — UU—— 2 => => 2 — 
— - — - * —— — 1— —— — 
S -- = =x 2 


— 2 
— 


- — - 2 al 2 5 = 2 — X __ => 
— 2 - " _ - - — N 5 bs * — — —— —_ 2 — — — - _ 
reels es a... — . — — —— . 2 —— — 2 8. — +4 — * — — — — > — — 
— _ - — _ — . — - > = — — = — 2 > I — - 22 . - — — 2 


= — 
— — — 


= LL - — 
—.— 


= 2 2 = 
* — = 


= == ES = =. 


_—_— 


and Antiquity, upon ſo precarious a Foun 


reaſoning. The Query had intimated, that! 
But is it nat Self-evident that, let the m 
or derived, it muſt be a diſtin individ 


ſon. All the difficulty here lies in fixing alf 
determining the Senſe of the words individ 
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to the incomprehenſible Nature of God, 1 
be true, tho' we cannot conceive How; and 
may be only our Ignorance, which occaſi 
ſome appearing Inconſiſtencies; we dare not! 
ject a Doctrine ſo well ſupported by Scripy 


tion as this; That Human Underſtanding 
the meaſure of all Truth: Which is what 
Objections of that kind, at length, re 
into. 

This being premis'd, let us next procced 
examine your Pretences, that I may not ſeem 
negle& any thing you have, that but looks li 


Son derives his Eſſence and Power, in a ma 
ner zneffable. Againſt which you object th 


ner of the Son's Generation or *Derjvation | 
ever ſo ineffable, F any Thing was generate 


Subſtance ? No; but we think it ſufficient 
fay, that it muſt be a diſtinct individual N 


Subſtance. Would you but pleaſe to define 
Terms, we ſhould ſoon fee what we have to« 
But you go on: It could not be part iff 
Father's Subſtance ; That is abſurd: aud 
ſay, it was the whole, is ſo flagrant 4 ( 
tradiction, that I queſtion whether there ( 
be a greater, in the nature and reaſon 
Things. Can the ſame individual Subſtance 


derivd 
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rived, and underived? Or, can there be a 
y mmunication, and nothing communicated ? 
r, it is ſuppoſed, that the whole Eſſence, 
Subſtance, is communicated 70 the Son, 
jet remains whole and uncommunicated, 
the Father; which is evidently to be, and, 
t to be, af the ſame Time. This is your 
loning, founded only on your miſtake and 
apprehenſion: By Father's Subſtance, as 
ſeems, you underſtand the Father's Hypo- 
e, or Perſon; and are proving, very ela- 
ately, that the Father never communicated 
own Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon, either in whole, 
in part. You ſhould firſt have ſhewn us 
it Body of Men, or what * ſingle Man, ever 
ght that Doctrine, which you take ſo much 
ins to confute. Let me now propoſe a Dif- 
ty much of the ſame kind, and nearly in 
e ſame Words, to you; only to convince 
u that Objections of this Nature are not pe- 
lar to the Doctrine of the Trinity, but affect 
her points likewiſe, whoſe Truth or Certainty 
u make no manner of doubt of. What T 
an to inſtance in, is God's o0779mzpreſence : That 
d, the ſame individual God, is every where, 
ul rcadily allow; and alſo that the Subſtance 
God, is God. Now, will you pleaſe to tell 
„ whether that Are Subſtance which fills 
yen, be the ſame individual Subſtance with 
a which filleth all Things. If it be not 


As to your gird upon Tertullian, in your Notes, 1 refer c 
Pull. D. F. p. 95. for an Anſtver. 


the 
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the ſame individual Subſtance (as by yy 
reaſoning it cannot) it remains only that it 
ſpecifically the ſame; and then the Con 
quence is, that you make not one Subſtance 
number, but many; the very thing which y 
charge the Doctrine of the Trinity with. | 
farther, the divine Subſtance is in Heayc 
that is without Queſtion: Now, I ask, y 
ther the Suhſtance which fills Heaven, be ge 
only of that Subſtance, or the whole. 
it be part only, then God is not in Ke 
ven, but a part of God only; and the At 
butes belonging to the whole Subſtance, cam 
all be contracted into any one part, with 
defrauding the other parts; and therefore thi 
can be only part of infinite Power, part 
infinite Wiſdom , part of infinite Knowledg 
and fo for any other Attribute. For if you (i 
that the who/e infinite Wiſdom, Power, & 
reſiding in the whole, is common to every pa 
it is (to uſe your own Words) {o j{agrait 
Contradiction, that I queſtion whether tii 
can be a greater in the nature and reaſm 
Things. Can the ſame individual Power, V 
dom, c. be communicated, and not com 
nicated ? Or, can there be a Communiciti 
and nothing communicated For, it is tuppol 
that the whole Wiſdom, Power, &c. is co 
municated, to one particular part; and yet! 
mains whole and uncommunicated in the of 
parts; which is evidently to be, and not to 
at the ſame Time. If you tell me that, ji 
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nd whoſe are not properly applied to Miſdom, 
er, &c. 1 ſhall tell you again, that They 
re (for any thing You, or I know) as properly 
pplicd to the Attributes, as they are to the 


ace you are pleaſed to talk of parts and 


tle, give me leave to talk in the ſame way, 
here 1 know as little. The learned Doctor 
epreſents it as a great Soleciſm to ſpeak of an 


geht in his Obſcryation : But the natural Con- 
quence deducible from it, is, that Thought 
not compatible with an extended Subject. 
or there is nothing more unintelligible, or, ſeem- 
fly, at leaſt, more repugnant, than wnextended 
Attributes in a Subject extended: And many 
uy think that an Ell, or a Mile of God 
which is the Doctor's Notion) is as great a 
ſoleciſin as the other. Perhaps, after all, it 
ould be beſt for Both of us to be ſilent, where 
ve have really nothing to ſay : But as you have 
coun, I muſt go on with the Argument, about 


nnot be part only of the divine Subſtance, 
ich is in Heaven, ſince God is There, and 
nce all the Perfections and Attributes of the 
deity have There their full exerciſe ; let us 
ly that the whole divine Subſtance is there. 
ut then how can He be omnipreſent? Can the 
me individual Subſtance be confind, and un- 
inet? Or can there be a diffuſion of it 
Cl. Lett. p. 40. | every 


pq 


| 


ole of God's Subſtance, of which you know 


El or a Mile of Conſciouſneſs. He may be 


ubjett 3 and belong to Both, or Neither. And 


I» 


ne Omnipreſence, a little farther. Well, if it. 


W ä „ 
1 


every where, and yet nothing diffuſed ? Fox | 


fame time. 


deed, all Arguments, of this kind, are: 
ſtrong for Atheiſm , 2 They de * 


Habellius, Manichæus, Paul of Samoſati 
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is ſuppoſed that the whole Eſſence or Subſtand 
is diffuſed all over the Univerſe, and yet x 
mains whole and undiffuſed in Heaven. Whig 
again, i evidently to be, and not to be, at th 


TI ſhould hardly forgive my ſelf, upon ay 
other occaſion, fuch trifling in ſcrious Thing 
If you take to this kind of reaſoning , ( whig 
is really not reaſoning, but running riot yit 
Fancy and Imagination) about Matters int 
nitely ſurpaſſing human Comprehenſion ; ya 
will make lamentable work of it. You may g 
on, till you reaſon, in a manner, God out 
his Attributes, and your ſelf out of your Faith 
and not know at laſt where to ſtop. For, in 


Trinity: Wherefore it concerns you ſerioul) 
to reflect, what you arc doing. This, and th 
like Conſiderations, have made the wiſeſt an 
cooleſt Men very cautious how they liſten'd Y 
the rovings of wanton Thought, in Matte 
above Human Comprchenſion. The pretend 
Contradictions, now revived by many, agalll 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, are very old all 
trite. They were long ago objected to t 
Chriſtians, by the Heathen Idolaters. Th 
almoſt turn'd the Heads of Praxeas, Noetit 


not to mention Arins, Neſtorius, EutychP 
and other Antient Hereticks, The Catholic 
. 
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were ſenſible of them : Bur having well con- 
ſider d them, They found them of much too 
ſight Moment, to bear up againſt the united 
Force of Scripture and Tradition. The Doctrine 
of the Trinity, with all its ſeeming Contra- 
ditions, has ſtood the Teſt, not only of what 
Human Wit could do, by way of Diſpute ; but 
of all that Rage and Malice could contrive, 
rhrough a Perſecution almoſt as Bitter and Viru- 
ſent, as any that had ever been under Heathen 
mperors. This is to me an additional Confir- 
ation, that the Doctrine we profeſs is no ſuch 
groſs Impoſition upon the common Senſe and 
Reaſon of Mankind, as is pretended. It was 
neither Force, nor Intereſt, that brought it in ; 
nor that hath ſince, ſo univerſally, upheld it : 


e Wind Men are not generally ſuch Tdiots as to 
t Wore Contradictions and Repugnancies, only for 
dull lumor or Wantonneſs, when Truth and Conſi- 


ency are much better, and may be had at as 
aſy a rate. Theſe Reflections have carried me 
ather too far: But They may have their uſe 
ate mong ſuch Readers as know little of the Hiſto- 
y of this Controverſy ; or how long It had 
aaa een buried; till it pleaſed ſome amongſt Us to 

all it up again, and to dreſs it out with much 
irt and Fineſſe ; to take the Populace, and to 
eguile the Engliſh Reader. Many Things have 
tu gallen under this Query, which properly belong'd 
ot to it. But it was neceſſary for Me to purſue 
ou, what way ſoever You ſhould rake. Vou 
alas more at Liberty: My Method is deter- 
waſWind by Your's. X QUERY 
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e 


Whether the Decor need have cited 1 
Texts, wide of the purpoſe, to prove wht 
no Body denies, namely, a Subordination 
in ſome Seiiſe, of the Son to the Father 
could He have found but one plain Tex 
againſt His Eternity or Conſubllantialiry, 
the Points in Queſtion ? 

OUR Anſwer to this is very ſhort, no 

to fay negligent. You ſay, F the Y. 
clors zoo Texts prove a real Subordinati 
and not in name only, the point is gain d 
garnſt the Queriſts Notion of Individual Con 
ſubſtantiality; wleſs the ſame individual u 
 Zelligent Subſtance can be Subordinate ti | 
ſelf, and Confubſtantial with it ſelf. Het 
you are again Doubling upon the word, I 
dividual. The Queriſt never had ſuch a No 
tion as that of perſonal Conſubſtantiality, whic 
is Ridiculous in the Sound, and Contradi 
Aion in Senſe; and yet you are conſtant) 
putting this upon the Queriſt, and honourin| 
Him with your own Preſumptions. Let nt 
again ſhow you, how unfair and diſingenuol 


this Method is. Do not you ſay that rhe ſam 


maruidual Subſtance is preſent in Heaven, an- 
at the ſame time, filleth all Things? That! 
Fer vades the Sun, and, at the ſame time, pen 
| * Clarke's Reply, 9. 7. | 


tralt 
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trates the Moon alſo? J might as reaſonably: 
argue that you, by ſuch Potitions, make the 
ſame individual Snbſtance greater and leſs than 
it ſelf, remote and diſtant from 2 ſelf, higher 
and lower than r ſeff, to the right and to the 
left of it ſelf, containing and contain d, bound- 
ed and unbounded, &. as you can pretend to 
draw thoſe odd ſurprizing Conſequences upon 
the Queriſt. Would not you tell me, in an— 
ſwer, that I miſinterpreted your Senſe of indi- 
vidual, and took advantage of an ambiguous 
Expreſſion? Let the ſame Anſwer ſerve for Us; 
and you may hereafter ſpare your Readers the 

Diverſion of all that unmanly trifling with an 
equivocal Word. But enough of this Matter. 
I might have expected of you, in your Reply 
to this Query, one Text or two to diſprove 
the Son's Eternity, and Conſubſtantiality, and 
to ſupply the Deficiency of the DoCtor's Trea- 
tiſe: Bur ſince you have not thought {it to 
favour me with any, I mult ſtill believe that the 
Doctor's 300 Texts, tho' very wide of the pur- 
poſe, are all we are to expect; being deſign d, 
inſtead of real Proof, to carry ſome Show and 
Appearance of it, that they may ſeem to make 
up in Number, what they want in Weight. All 
that the learned Doctor proves by his 300 Texts, 

or more, is only that the Son is Subordinate to 
the Father: Whether as a Gon, or as a Creature, 
appears not. However, the tacite Conclu- 

| fon which the Doctor draws from it, and 
infiqyates carefully to his Reader, is, that the 
| > 8 W „ 
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Son is not ſtrictly and eſſentzally God; but a 
Creature only. This Inference we deny ut— 
terly ; alledging that a Subordination may be, 
and may be underſtood, between two Perſons, 
without the Suppoſition of any Inferiority of 
Nature: But all the Anſwer we can get to this 
is, that Nature and Eſſence are obſcure Meta- 
phyſical Notions; (which is neither true, nor 
to the purpoſe, nor conſiſtently pleaded by 
one who builds ſo much upon Selfrexiſtence, 
a Metaphyſical Term, the work 
the Notion ſufficiently obſcure.) And thus, as 
ſoon as the learned Doctor comes up to the 
pinch of the Queſtion, not being willing to own 
the Force of what is urged, He very wiſely dif- 
ſembles it, and goes off in a miſt of Words. 
1cannot bur take notice, upon this occaſion, 
of your charging us frequently, in an invidious 
Manner, with the uſe we make of Metaphy- 


fical Terms. I know no reaſon you have for it, 


except it be to anticipate the Charge, as being 


conſcious to your ſelves how notoriouſly you | 


oftend in this kind. Any Man, that is acquaint- 
ed with the Hiſtory of Arianiſin, knows that 
its main Strength lay in Logical and Metaphy- 
ical Subtilties. The Faith of the Church was 
at firſt, and might be (till, a plain, eaſy, ſimple 
Thing; did not its Adverſaries endeavor to per- 


plex and puzzle it with Philoſophical Niceties, 
and minute Inquiries into the Modus of what 
they cannot comprehend. The firſt Chriſtians 


* 


5M Reply, p. 17. 19. 21. 


qui vocal, and 


„ r T U— 5, SO - 7 


caſily 
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calily believed that Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, 
in whoſe Name They were baptized and whom 
They bpb d, were equally divine; without 
troubling themſelves about the manner of it, or 
the reconciling it with their Belicf in one God. 
As Men generally believe that God fore-know 
every thing, and that Man notwithſtanding is 
a free Agent, (ſcarce one perhaps in a Thouſand 
concerning Himſelf how to reconcile theſe two 
Poſitions, or being at all apprehenſive of any 
difficulty in it) fo, probably, the plain honeſt 
Chriſtians bolieved every Perſon to be God, and 
all but one God ; and troubled not their Heads 
with any nice Speculations about the Modus of 
it, This ſeems to have been the artleſs Sim- 
plicity of the primitive Chriſtians, till prying 
and pretending Men came to ſtart Difficulties, 
and raiſe Scruples, and make Diſturbance; and 
then it was neceſſary to guard the Faith of che 
Church againſt ſuch Cavils and Impertinencies 
as began to threaten it. PViloſoph and Meta- 
phyſt e were called in to its Afſiſtance ; bur 
not till Heretichs had ſhown the way, and 
made it in a manner neceſſary for the Catho- 
licks to encounter Them with their own Wea- 
pons. Some new Terms, and particular Ex- 
plications came in by this means; that ſuch as 
had a mind to Corrupt or Deſtroy the Faith, 
might be defeated in their Purpoſes. It was 
needleſs to ſay that Generation was gun 
Diviſion, while no Body ſuſpected or thought 
of any De in in the Caſe: But after Here- 
N 2 "ticks 
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ticks had invidiouſly repreſented the Catholichs 
as aſſerting a Diviſion, it was high time for 
the Calholics to reſent the Injury, and to 
deny the Charge. There was no occaſion for 
the mentioning of Three Hypoſtaſes, till ſuch 
as Praxeas, Noetus, and Sabellius, had pre- 
rended to make, one Hypoſtaſis, an Article of 
Faith; drawing many very Novel, and dangerous 
Conſequences from their prime Poſition. The 
019870» it ſelf might have been ſpared, at leaſt 
out of the Creeds, had not a fraudulent abuſe 
of good Words: brought Matters to that paſs, 
that the Catholic Faith was in danger of being 
loſt, even under Catholic Language. To re- 
turn to our Point : There would be no occaſion 
now for diſtinguiſhing between Subordmatzon of 
Order and of Nature, were it not manifeſt 
how much the Catholic Faith may be endan- 
gerd by the endeavors of Some, to ſlip one up- 
on us forthe other. Such as know any thing 
of fair Controverſy, may juſtly expect of you, ; 
rhat you ſupport your Cauſe, not by repeating | 

| 

| 


and inculcating the word Subordinate (as if 

there was a Charm in Syllables, or Men were 

to be led away by Sounds) but by proving, 

in a rational manner, that 4, Subordination 

implies ſuch an Inferiority as you contend for. 

If this can be done, rhe Doctor's 300 Texts 
(which are very good Texts, and have un- 
doubtedly an excellent meaning) may appear 

allo to be pertinent to the Cauſe in Hand. 


QUERY 
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Qu ER XXI. 
ſrlether He be not fored to ſutply his cant 


of Seripture-proof by ver) firanid and remote 


Inferences, and very uncertain Keaſonings from 
the Nature of a Thing, confeſſedly, ovſcure 
and above Comprehenſion ; and yet not more ſo 
ihan God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, 
or other Attributes, which we are obliged to 
acknoeleage for certain Truths ? 


O the former part of the Query, you 
anſaer diretily in the Negative. To 
which J rejoin, that J ſtill maintain che Ar- 


mative, and can readily make it good. The 
Doctor's inſinuating from the 300 Texts (which 


ſtile the Father God abſolutely, or the one God 
that the Son is not ſtrictly and eſſentially Go 
not one God with the Father, is a {train d and 
remote Inference of his own ; not warranted by 
Scripture, nor countenane'd by Catholick Anti- 
quity ; but Contradictory to Both. Beſides this, 
| muſt obſerve to you, that the main Strength 
of the Doctor's Cauſe lies, firſt, in his giving 
either a * Sabelhan, or Tritheiſtich turn (admit- 
ting F no Medium) to the Catholicł Doctrine 
and then charging it with Confuſion of Perſins, 


See Inſtances, Script. Doctr. p.99. 102. 293. 426. 465. firſt Ed. 
Reply, p. 35.38. 51. 53.93. LI. 
Script. Doctr. p. 86. 131. $1.94 439+ 4791 47" 441. 447. 


| 455. 465. firſt Ed. 
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Polytheiſin, Nonſenſe, or Contradiction. Take 


away That, to which his conſtant reſort is, 
whenever He comes to the pinch of the Que: 
ſtion, and there will be little left conſiderable, 
He ſhows his Reader Tritheiſm, and He ſhows 
Him Sabelliauiſis (keeping the Catholick Do- 
ctrine, which is Neither, out of ſight) and then 
recommends Arianiſm ( (Aue ng to Him, as 
the beſt of the Three. Now, ſince the Caths 
lick Doctrine has been generally thought diff. 
rent from any of the Three, and more follow. 
ed than all the reſt put together, it ought to 
have been fairly preſented, in company with 
the other; that ſo the Reader, having all the 
Four before Him, might be the more able to 
pals a right Judgment of Them. You will fre- 
quently find the learned Doctor combating the 
Catholic Faith under the Diſguiſe of Sabelhu- 
niſm, as if there was no Difference between 
them: Or if it be at all diſtinguiſh'd from S4- 
bellianiſm, it immediately commences Tui 
Zheiſm ; and a plurality of Co-ordinate Perſons 
is inevitable with the learned Doctor: This 
is the Sum of his Performance. Scripture, in- 
deed, is brought in, and Fathers too, which 
18 Rill more ſurprizing : But the whole, in a 
manner, is this one Sy/ogiſm. 

If the Son be Conſubſtantial with God the 
Father, He muſt be either individually or ſþe- 
cifically ſo: But the former is Gabeln 2 
the latter Trithesſin, Both abſurd ; There- 


fore, G. 
The 


£ 
* 


br. XXI. of ſome QUERIES. 305 


The learned Doctor very well knows, how 
fy it would be to match this S iſin, or So— 
en, with others of the like kind, againſt On- 
preſence, Eternity, Preſcience, and even Sele 
i/fence : which, in reverence to the Subject, and 
or prudential Reaſons, I forbear ; ſorry to find 
he Cauſe put upon ſuch a way of reaſoning, as 
ads to undermine ſomething more than the 
hoctrine of the Trinity. Bur I proceed. | 

To give the better Colour to his Charge 
f Tritheiſm, the Doctor every where takes 
for granted (which was the only way, when 
could not be proved ) thar God the Son 
not be really diſtinct, and ſtrictly divine 
do, unleſs He be Co-ordinate, in all Reſpects, 
ith the Father ; which would be contrary to 
e Suppoſition of his being a don, and ſecond 
erſon. Two Co-ordznate Perſons, it ſeems, They 
uſt be; or elſe one of them muſt inevitably 
a Creature: This is plainly his meaning, 
owever ſtudiouſly He avoids the word Crea- 
re; chuſing rather to infinuate covertly, what 
too groſs to appear in broad Terms. The 
hole, you ſee, terminates in a Philoſophical 
heſtion : And what occaſion have we for 
mipture, or Fathers (except it be to amuſe 
ur Readers). if Philoſophy can ſo eaſily end 
e Diſpute ? For it is very certain that neither 
r:hture nor Fathers can add force to, if con- 
ing; nor, if reclaiming, be able to ſtand 


7 Doctr. p. 86. 415. 430. 437. 441. 447. 455+ 465. 


againſt 


\ 
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againſt clear and evident Demonſtration. Bu 
Demonſtration is the thing wanting: As tg 
Preſicaptions, and Conjectures, we are in 10 
Pain about them. - I {hall have a farther oe: 
caſion to conſider the Charge of Tr:itheiſn 
hereafter ; and therefore, diſmiſſing it for the 
preſent, ſhall return to rhe Buſineſs of thy 
Ouery, 
To the latter part of it you anſwer, that 
God's Attributes are ſo far from being abiy 
Comprehenſion, that they are all ſtriftl d 
enonſcrable by Reaſon. You was ſenſible thig 
Was wide; and therefore very juſtly correcdel 
it, in the Words immediately following. Bt 
J am willing to ſuppoſe (How could you mak 
any doubt of it?) that the Author meant 
that the MANNER of their Exiſtence in th 
aibine Nature, is above Comprehenſion ; and | 
mnaeed it is. Very well; and yet you be 
lieve the reality of thoſe Attributes. Wh 
then ſo unequal and partial, with reſpect t 
the Trinity, rhe caſe being exactly rhe fame 
Why may not the Thing be true, though the 
MANNER, or Modus of it, be above Com 
prehenſion? You add, Tho' the manner (| 
the gon s Derivation is above Comprehen|il 
yet his real Subordination is ſtriftly demonſini 
ble, p. 99. „„ 
 Tantamne Rem tam negligenter? 
Here the Argument was, in a manner, brough 
to a Head; and the Fate of rhe Controverl 
depended on this Article. Here you had a fi 


O pp! 
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porrunity given you of laying on your 
arge of Contradictions, if you had any you 
c depend on; and of clearing God's Attri- 
es (particularly, the Three mention d) from 
ng liable to the ſame, or the like Charge. 
iaſtead of this, you walk calmly off with 
Sentence; in which, to be plain with you, 
vj11 be hard to find either Weight, or Per- 
ncy. If you mean, by real Subrdination, 
> Subordination of a Creature to God; or of 
Perſon inferior in Nature to another of a 
ler, ſuperior, or more perfect Nature; it is 
demonſtrable from Scripture ; nor can it any 
be proved: If you mean any ching clic, 
5 not pertinent. 

ou are ſo kind as to allow the Manmer of 
> Son's Derivation, or Generation, to be 
ve Comprehenſwon. The Eunomiaus, your 
deceliors in this Controverſy, * thought 
d They thought right) that, in order to 
port their Cauſe, it would be neceſſary to 
em the Nature of God to be Comprehenſiblo, 
not above Human Comprehenſion ; and 
frefore it is that f Phloſtorgrus cenſures Euſe- 
for cloſing in with the contrary Opini— 
, You are more modeſt; They more conſi- 
at; For, indeed, this Controverſy, manag d 
on the Foot of meer Reaſon, terminates at 
eth in that ſingle Queſtion, J/herther the 


Epiph. Hæreſ. 76. p.916, Socrat. E. H. 1.4. c. 7. p.176. 
odorit. Hæret. Fab. I. 4. c. 3. Cyril . The eſaur. Pp; 260, 
& [ail Chryſoſt. Hom. 27. Tom. 1. p. 307. 
Philoſtorg. üb. "Mi p. 468. Ed. Vale. 


Eſſence 
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Eſſence of God be above Comprehenſion, or 
The Catholicks ſtood up for the Aſfirmati 
the wiſer, but bolder, Arians maintain 1 
Negative: And this is what, if you und 
ftand your own Principles, and will be at 
Pains to trace Them to the laſt reſult, yy 
be obliged to take Shelter in, or to piye 
your Cauſe, ſo far as concerns all Argume 
drawn from the Nature and Reaſon of 
Thing. Some of our Englith Socinians hr 
expreſs d Themſelves as round!y, upon t 
Head, as any of the Antient Arians, or E 
miaus; declaring the divine Nature to be 
more myſterious than that of his Creatur 
Such Atlertions are ſhocking ; but there is 
neceſſity for them, if ſome Men will be co 
ſtent, and ingenuous enough to ſpeak off 
They would not advance ſuch bold Paradox 
if They were not fore d to it. 7 

Before I leave this Query, it will be pro 
to acquaint our Readers whar we mean by! 
lieving Myſterzes. For I find that this is 
Matter which is apt to give great Offence, : 
to occaſion many ſad and tragical Complait 
Dr. Whitby is one of the moſt conſidera 
Men that J have obſerved giving into that | 
pular way of Reaſoning, which had been | 
merly left (as it ought to be {till to Writ 
of a lower Claſs, He is very much diftutt 
that any thing ſhould be propoſed as an 4 
cle of Faith, which is not to be underſtood: 7 

* Diſquif, Modeſt, Præf, p. 19, 


— —é— a + 


obſcry 


eryes, that no Man in his ſober Senſes can 
e his allent to what He underſtands not; 
aning, underſtands not at all. He is certain- 
very right, I do not ſay pertinent, in the 
mark: And 1 may venture to add, that no 
an, whether ſober, or otherwiſe, can do it. 
undoubtedly, where there is no Jaca, 
re can be no Aſſent; becauſe aſſenting to 
ling, is the very ſame with not afſenting. 
us far, we are perfectly agreed. But for the 
aring up of this Matter, I ſhall endeavor to 


ticulars, as ſo many diſtinct Caſes. 

. Let the firſt Caſe be, where the Terms of 

Them) are not at all underſtood by the Per- 

Words, Mene mene Tekel 7 er. carried no 
ea at all with them, till the Prophet had 

erpreted them; before which King Bel ſhax- 

r could give no Aſſent to them. The ſame 


the caſe of any Propoſition given in an un- 


inguage, as a Perſon underſtands not. Only, 
rould have it obſerv'd, that, in ſuch a Caſe, 


Ch 
1 lan neither admits nor rejects the Propoſi- 
ru:; becauſe to Him it is no Propoſition, but 
u<r'y Sounds or Syllables. 1 46s. 4 

a. A ſecond Cafe is, when the Propoſition 


Piven in a Language well underſtood, and in 
ords which ordinarily conyvey Ideas to the 
E Mind; 


luce what relates to it, to the following 


propoſition, Subject and Predicate (or either 


to whom it is given. For inſtance; the 


own Language, or in ſuch Words, of a known 
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Mind; but Words ſo put together, in that 
ſtance, as to furniſh us with no certain ( 
terminate Meaning. A late Anonymous 
ter has hit upon a very proper Example 
this very Caſe. A Woman onght to have Pq; 
on her Head, becauſe of the Angels. T 
Words, Woman, Power, Head, Angels, 1 
all plain Words, and carry with Them obvio 
familiar Ideas. And yet a Man may have 1 
Idea of what is aſſerted in that Propoſitio 
and therefore can give no aſſent to it, mc 
than this; that it is true in ſome Senſe or otht 
or that ſomething ſhould be believed, if 
underſtood what: which is not aſſenting 
that Propoſition, but to Another; namely, d 
whatever Scripture aſſerts, is true. The afor 
ſaid Author obſerves, very ſhrewdly, that hd 
ing no certain Ideas of the Terms of the 7 
oſt ition, it is to Him a Myſtery. I may ad 
that the Pertinency of his Obſervation is an 
ther ſuch Myſtery; and the Juſtice and Equi 
of his drawing a Parallel between This, : 
the Myſteries of Chriſtianity, properly ſo c 
led, muſt be a Myſtery to as many as cant 
perceive either the Senſe or the Ingen!) 
doing it. Bur, 

3. Another Caſe may be, when the Terms 
a Propoſition are underſtood, but are fo co 
nected or divided, as to make a Propoſiti 
manifeſtly repugnant. A Triangle is a Su 
A Globe is not round, or the like. Such i 


poſitions we reject; not becauſe we * a 
elan 
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gerſtand Them, but becauſe we do; and under- 

ſtand Them to be Falſe. Sometimes indeed a 

Contradiction lies conceal'd under the Words it 

is couch'd in, till it be reſolved into plainer. 

For Inſtance : This Propoſition, The Exiſtence 

of a Firſt-Cauſe is demonſirable, a priori: As 

it lies under theſe Terms, it ſeems reducible to 

Caſe the Second ; as being Sound withour 
Senſe, Bur reſolve ir into This; There is a 

Cauſe prior to the Firſt; and then the“ Re- 

pugnancy appears. So again: Neceſ/ity of 
Exiſtence is anteceaently (in order of Na- 

ture) the Cauſe or Ground of that Exiſtence. 
Theſe are only ſo many Syllables. But put it 

thus: A Property is, in order of Nature, an- 

tecedent to, and the Ground and Cauſe of the 
Sujett which ſupports it; and the Contradiction 
is manifeſt, nce more: Neceſſity abſolute 

and antecedent (in order of Nature) to the E,x:- 

ftence of the Firſt Cauſe, muſt operate every 

where alike. This Propofition {cems to fall. 
under Caſe the Second. Bur ict it be refolved 
into plainer Words; and then it will appear 

that this is the proper place for it. 

4. A fourth Cale is, when the Terms of the 
Propoſition carry Ideas with them, {cemmely, 
but not plarnly repugnant. For example: Goa 
Certainly foreknows Events depending on Un- 
certain Cauſes. The ommipreſent Sudjtance 1s 


| 7 A a ; La 
AN 880) Sig, AupCdrarcy 75 donoax tiny: dun & e xeg- 
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not extended. Propoſitions of this kind m 
be, and are aſſented to; becauſe there may 
a greater Appearance of Repugnancy on thy 
oppoſite Side of the Queſtion ; or, becauſ 
there is not reaſon ſufficient for ſuſpending 
Aſſent. | 

5. A fifth Caſe is, when a Propoſition i 
form'd in general Terms, and reaches not t 
minute Parciculars. The pure in Heart ſod 
fee God. The Phraſe of ſeezyg God, conveys 
ſome Idea, but general only; not particular 
preciſe, or determinate. At God's right Hand 
are Pleaſures for evermore. God's right Hand 
and Pleaſures, we have only general confuſe 
Ideas of: yet Ideas we have; and we aſſent 
as far as our Ideas reach. Having no more 
than a general confuſe Perception, our Faith 
in ſuch Points can riſe no higher, or reach no 
farther ; nor can more be expected of us. 

6. A ſixth Caſe is, when the Terms of a 
Propofition convey Ideas, but Ideas of pure In- 
telleft; ſuch as Imagination can lay no hold 
of. Philoſophers have illuſtrated this by the 
Inſtance of a Chiliagon and a Triangle. We 
underſtand what is meant by a Figure of 1 
Thouſand Sides, as clearly, as we do what is 
meant by one of Three only: But we 7magm 
one more diſtinctly than the other. This In. 
ſtance belongs more properly to Aiſtinct and 
confuſe Imagination, than to the purpoſe it 1s 
brought for. Ideas of Numbers, in the Ab- 
ſtract, are properly Ideas of pure nen ; 

2 We 


— 1 
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And ſo are, or ſhould be, our Ideas of our own 


ſeveral Things of them; but Imagination has 
very little to do in ſuch Matters. However, 
our not being able to imagine, provided we do 
but underſtand, is no hindrance to our Aſſent, 
in Propoſitions of this kind. EE 

7, The laſt and eaſieſt Caſe is, when the 
Terms convey full and ſtrong Ideas to the Un- 
derſtkanding and Imagination alſo. For inſtance : 
The Man Chriſt fas ate, drank, ſlept, was 
crucified, died, and was buried, &c. Here, all 
is caſy, clear, and plain, even to Thoſe who 
love not to think upon the Stretch, or to be 
under any pain in Aſſenting. 


ticles of Faith, which the Church has called 
Myſteries, belong not to Caſe the firſt or fe- 
cond, wherein no Aſſent can be given: Or if 
They do, They are no Articles of Faith, bur 
lo many Sounds or Syllables. Ir is to be hoped, 
Well They come not under Caſe the third: For 
f Contradictions are certainly no Myſteries, 
t any more than plain Truths; as is juſtly ob- 


andi ven /, where every thing is ſuppoſed diſtinct, 
t iclear, and particular as can be deſired. What- 


* Reply, p. 33. 


Souls, of Angels, of God : We may underſtand 


Now for the Application of the foregoing 
no Particulars ro the point in Hand; Thoſe Ar- 


zie erved by the learned * Dr. Clarke. For the 
[lame reaſon, They fall not under Caſe the /e- 


er is plainly reducible to any of the four 


Y _ Caſes 
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Caſes now mention'd, is either no Matter of 
Faith at all, or no Myſtery. There remain re 
three Caſes ; where the Ideas are either ſeem. 
ingly repugnant, or ſuch as reach not to Par. Mth 
ticulars, or ſuch as Imagination has no con- Man 
cern with. Aſſent may be given in all theſe Wk: 
Caſes, as hath been already obſerved; and ſo, 
poſſibly, here we may find Articles of Faith: 
And, if ſome Gentlemen will give us leave, 
after we have thus explaind what we mean by 
the Term, we will call ſuch Articles Myſ/tertes, 
For Example. 5 
The Belief of Three Perſons every one ſing- 
ly God, and All together one God, ſeems to 
fall under Caſe the fourth: The Ideas are ſcen- 
zngly, not really, repugnant. We know what 
we mean, in ſaying every one, as clearly as if 
we ſaid, any one, is Cod; a Perſon having ſuch} 
and ſuch eſſential Perfections. We ſee not per- 
fectly how this is reconciled with the Belief of 
one God, as we ſee not how Preſcrence is re- 
conciled with future Contingents. Yet we be 
lieve Both, nor doubting but that there is 2 
Connexion of the Ideas, tho? our Faculties reach 
not up to it. 77 
Omnipre ſence, I think, is another Myſtery 
and falls chiefly under Caſe the fifth. We hard 
a general confuſe Idea of it, and mean ſome 
thing by it. The particular manner how it is 
we have no Notion of; and therefore are not 
obliged to believe any particular Modus. Fi 
upon this or that, there are appearing Repug 
nanciet 
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nancies and Inconfiſtencies ; and fo far, this is 
reducible to Caſe the fourth, as well as fifth. 
The Incarnation of the Son of God 1s ano- 
ther Myſtery, and comes under Caſe the fourth 
and fifth. There are fome ſeeming, not real 
Repugnancies; and the Ideas we have of it 
are general and confuſe, not particular nor 
pecial, Such as our Ideas are, ſuch muſt our 
Faith be; and we cannot believe farther than 
we concezve; for Believing is Conceiving; con- 
uſely, if Ideas are confuſe ; generally, if gene- 
l; diſtintily and adequately, if diſtinft and 
a 

The Generation of the Son of God is ano- 
ther Myſtery. Ideas we have of it, and know 
hat we mean by it. But being Spzritual, 
nagination can lay no hold of them; being 
general and confuſe, we cannot reach to Par- 
fiulars; and being ſeemmply repugnant, we 
annot make out the intire Connexion. qua- 
ity of Nature (which is part of the Notion) 


be a2 general Idea, and well underſtood ; Re- 
sere to 4 Head or Fountain, is general 
ich oo, but more confuſe, and beſides, figura- 


me; Eternal Reference very confuſe, as the 
lea of Eternity neceſſarily muſt be; Iunſepa- 
arty, is general, obſcure, negative, and we 
ow but very imperfectly what the Union of 
pricual Things means. Nevertheleſs we an- 
and enough (tho we can zmagine little) 
d make it properly an Article of Belief ; and 
Man can reaſonably pretend to reject it, as 

1 having 
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having no Meaning, or carrying no Idea at al 
with it. We aſſent as far as our Ideas reach, for 
we can do no more: We believe in part, what 
is revealed in part; our Faith keeping pace 
with our Ideas, and ending where They end. 
The Simplicity of God is another Myſtery, 
of which we have ſome, but a very imperfed, 
general, and obſcure Idea. It may fall under 
Caſe the fifth and ſixth. Scripture ſays little of 
it: We have took it chiefly from Metaphy 
ichs, which are ſhort and defective. Whe 
we come to inquire, whether a// extenſion, 0 
all plurality, diverſity, Compoſition of S$u4 
ſtance and Accident, and the like, be conſiſtent 
with it, then it is that we diſcover how « 
fuſe and inadequate our Ideas are. And hen 
it is, that while all Parties admit the divine 
Simplicity, in the general, yet when they com 
to be preſs d with ir in Diſpute, they often giv 
different accounts of it; and eaſily ſo explait 
and ſtate the Notion, as to make it ſuit wit 
their particular Schemes. To this Head belong 
that perplexing Queſtion (beſet with Difficultie 
on all Sides) whether the divine Subſtance 
extended or no. And if Extenſion be admil 
red, ingenious thoughtful Men will divirſe agait 
upon another Queition, whether infinite or no 
Some thinking it very abſurd for any Attribut 
of God, not to be infinite; Others thinking 
no leſs abſurd ro admit any infinite Extenſio 
Number, or the like, at all. They that ſuppo 
the divine Subſtance extended, leſt they ſhoul 
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be oblig d to conceive it as a point only; and 
eſt they ſhould admit that any thing can 2 
where it is not, are, when preis d with Diffi- 
culties about Aliquot Parts, forced ro admit 
tat any part of That Subſtance, how great 
ſoever, or of whatever Dimenſions, mult be 
conceived only as a point, in proportion to the 
hole: Fram whence it follows, that, unleſs 
he Morld be infinite, all that at/s (of that in- 
nice Subſtance) in the World, is but a point; 
and ſo the whole Subſtance, except that point, 
cher acts not at all in the Morld, or acts where 
Et 297. But to pd. 

Self-exiſtence is another Myſtery, of which 
c know little: And the learned are hardly 
agreed whether it be a negative or poſitive Idea. 
et every body believes it in the groſs, con- 
fuſely and undeterminately. It is manifeſt, on 
"ne hand, that the %% Canſe has no Cauſe ; 
either it ſelf (much leſs any property of it ſelf) 
or any ching elſe: And yet it may ſeem very 


nic onderful how any thing ſhould exiſt Without a 
eb eaſon a priort ; that is, without a Caz/ſe for it *. 
To name no more: Eternity it ſelf is the 
dz rateſt Myſtery of all. An Eternity paſt, is 
10 Thought which puzzles all our Philoſophy; 
but nd is too hard for the ſharpeſt Wits ro re- 


oncile. The Nunc ſtans of the Schools 


10 though older than the Schools ) has been ex- 
1 Jloded ; and yet Succeſſion carries with it in- 


houl * 0s 7 xi.) A & ri mag odr Tt bci 2 ur vg gate 
rt rag trier To EI TY Chryſ. Hom. 25. Tom. 1 p. 298. 


3 ſuperable 
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ſuperable Difficulties. There is nothing pecy.Mll © 
ar to the Doctrine of the Trinity, any thing f 
near ſo perplexing as Eternity is: And yet ce 
Gentlemen, who are for diſcarding Herr f 
are fore d to believe it. I know no Remedy 
for theſe Things, but an humble Mind; a jut 
Senſe of our Ignorance in many Things, and o! 
our imperfect Knowledge in all. Now to u 
turn to the learned Dr. //hitby. = 
After a view of the Premiſes, it might be 
proper to ask Him, whether He diſlikes the 
Catholic Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, as | 


perceiving Contradictions in it. If this be tho 
Cale, however concern'd I am for that Do- 
ctrine (believing it to be true) I will venture t 
lay, it would be an acceptable Piece of Service; 
if He could any way help others to perceiu 
them too. Truth, certain Truth, will be al 
ways welcome, in any Cauſe, and from any 
Hand, to all ſober and conſiderate Men. But 
if this could be done, He ſhould not then com 
plain that He wnder/tands not the Doctrine 
but that He wnderſtands (i. e. diſtinctiy pet 
ceives) it to be Falſe. 5 
If He means that He has no Idea at all 0 
the Myſtery, not ſo much as a general, coll 
Fuſe, or madequate Apprehenſion of it; thi 
muſt be a mittake : as may appear from wha 
| hath been before obſerved. Beſides that hav 
ing once, or oftner, wrote for it; (tho E 
has ſince laboured very much to perplex, pu! 
zle, and diſparage it) every candid _ 1 
| wy | elch 
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believe that He underſtood, in ſome meaſure, 
formerly, what He ingaged in the Proof of. 
If the Caſe be, that He does not throughly, 
fully, and adequately comprehend it, and there- 
fore demurs to it; then it ſhould be conſidered, 
that the reſult of all is this only ; That He will 
not admit ſo far as He may underſtand, unleſs 
He may have the privilege to underſtand ſome- 
thing more : Which whether it be not too fami- 
liar from a Creature towards his Creator, and 
articling more ſtrictly with Almighty God than 
becomes Us, let any wiſe Man judge. 
If, laſtly, it be pretended that it is a Human, 
not a Divine Doctrine, which He is pleaſed 
to quarrel with; let Him cenſure it as Hu- 
nan and Unſcriptural only; and not as un- 
intelligible, and impoſſible to be afſented to ; 
and then we may bring the Cauſe to a ſhort 
Iſſue by inquiring, whether the Doctrine be 
Scriptural, or no. Let Things be called by 
their right Names, and ſet in their true and 
proper Light; that Truth may not be ſmother'd, 
nor any Doctrine (eſpecially ſo Antient and fo 
Important a Doctrine) condemn'd, before we 
know why. So much weowe to the Church of 
Chriſt, which receives this Faith; to the Bleſſed 
vaints and Martyrs, many Centuries upwards, 
who lived and died in it; to Truth, to God, and 
to our Selves, as to ſee that it be fairly and im- 
partially examin'd ; that proving all Things, 
as we ought to do, in Sincerity and Singleneſs 
of Heart, we may, at length, be both wiſe 
T4  - enough 
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enough to know, and ſuitably diſpoſed to hold 
faſt that which is good. 

Ir is excellently remark'd by the ingenious 
Mr. Emlyn, in the Appendix to his Narr. 
live: © Thar the Holy Scriptures require no 

accurate Philoſophical Notions of God's E. 
* ternity, Ommipreſence, and Immenſity, ec. 
* They are content to give us popular, eaſy 
accounts of theſe Matters — They trouble 
not Men with the Niceties of eternal Su- 
c ceſſions, or an eternal To , without He. 
* cefſion ; nor with infinite Spaces, or of Gods 
« being preſent in part, or in whole; and the 
like wetaphyſcal Difficulties. — Our Reli- 
<« gion impoſes no ſuch Difficulties on us, of 
“ believing with the Underſtanding, what we 
cannot ſo much as percezve by it; it only 
c requires us to believe what it reveals to 
c us, 2. e. to our Underſtanding and Appre- 
« henſion. e . 

All chis is very rightly and judiciouſly ob- 
ſerved. God's Eternity and Omnipreſence we 
have only general and confuſe Ideas of; Scrip- 
ture has not revealed to us the particular 0. 
dus, or minute Circumſtances of Either; and 
we are not obliged to believe, any other 
wiſe than as we apprehend (7. e. confuſel) 
and inadequately) nor indeed is it poſſible. 
The ſame is the Caſe of three Perſons, eve 
one truly God, and all but one God; ſo far evi. 

dent from Scripture, and apprehended, in the ge- 

F Pag, 6, | 
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neral, 
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eral, as fully and clearly (perhaps more ſo) 
as Eternity, Omnipreſence, or the like. But 
the particular nodus, How the Three are One, 
and the minute Circumſtances of their Union 
and Diſtimction, are as much a ſecret to us, 
as how God foreſces future Contingents, or 
is preſent in all places at once. Many have 
been prying and inquiſitive into this Mat- 
ter, hoping to know ſomething more parti- 
cularly of it, till they have come to doubt 
even of the Thing it ſelf, and ſo have fallen 
into Hereſy : And Catholicks have ſome- 
times exceeded in this way, endeayoring to 
explain beyond their Ideas; which is really no- 
thing elſe but multiplying Words. The No- 
lion is ſoon ſtated, and lies in a little Compaſs. 
All that Words are good for, after, is only to 
fx and preſerve that Notion, which is not im- 
provable (without a new Revelation) by any 
new Jdea; but may be obſcured and ſtifled in 
a multitude of Words. The moſt uſeful words, 
for fixing the Notion of Diſtinction, are Per- 
ſon, Hypoſtaſis, Subſiſtence, and the like: For 
the Dzvinity of each Perſon, cugenes aywnms, 
eternal, uncreated, immutable, &c. For their 
Union, aRaowpuns, interior Generation, Pro- 
eon, or the like, The deſign of theſe 
Terms is not to enlarge our Views, or to add 
any thing to our Stock of Ideas; but to fe- 
cure the plain fundamental Truth, that Father, 


| Jon, and Holy Ghoſt are all ſtrictly divine and 


uncreated; and yet are not three Gods, but 
OC 
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one God. He that believes this ſimply, and 
in the general, as laid down in Scripture, be. 
lieves enough ; and need never trouble his Head 
with nice Queſtions, whether the Union of three 
Perſons ſhould be calld individual or ſpvi. 
fick ; whether Perſon and Being are reciproul 
Terms; whether every Perſon may be properly 
{aid ro be Self-exi/tent ; how three Perſons cu 
be all in the ſame Place; whether all Perfect. 
on might not as well have been confin'd to my 
Perſon only ; or wherher One might not hare 
been as good as Three, and the like. Thck 
arc aiffciles nugæ, moſtly verbal, or vain In- 
quiries ; and do not concern common Chriſtians, 
any farther than ro be upon their Guard, that 
they be not impoſed on by theſe Sbriltres, 
invented to puzzle and perplex a plain Scr. 
ture Truth, which is. eaſily perceived and un. 
derſtood in the general, that is, as far as te. 
quired to be believed. Minute Particulars 2. 
bout the nodus, may be left to the Diſputen 
of this World, as a Trial of their good Senſe, 
their Piety, Modeſty, and Humility. 

We do not take it well to be reproach, as} 
running too far into Metaphyſical Subtilties, by 
Men whoſe peculiar Talent it is, to play their 
Metaphyſicks, (that is, their Preſumptzons a. 
bout the Nature of a Thing whereof they know 

little) againſt Scripture and Antiquity, the bell 
Guides in thoſe Searches. If the Catholics 
have ſometimes gone farther than was neceſſary, 
in particular Explications, it ſhould be _ 

| cr « 
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ber d for whoſe ſake They did it; and that it 

was chiefly with a view to farisfy ſuch as would 

not be contented with the general Truth 
laid down in Scripture. I ſhall ſhow, by an 

Inſtance or two, how that Matter is. The 
RYwpnns and interior Generation, are two 
Specralities taught by the Catholicks, and 
heavily complain'd of by your Friend * Dr. 
IVhitby, as unſcriptural Definitions. Now, 
theſe arc but Appendages to our Prime (and as 
we think Heriptural) Poſitions, and we are no 
farrher concern'd for Them, than as they are 
concciv d to hang upon the other ; ſo that your 
quarrel with us for theſe, is really finding fault 
with our leading and fundamental Doctrine of 
One God in T hree Perſons. But to ſhow you, how 
unequal you are in cenſuring us for wſcriptural 
Terms, obſerve the Courſe and Method of Di- 

ſpute which draws us firſt into them. You argue, 
ſuppoſe, that the Son cannot be Goa, in the ſtrict 
Senſe, without making Two Gods : We anſwer, 
that Father and Son, by a moſt intimate and in- 
eflable Union of Subſtance, Will, Power, Pre- 
ſence, Operation, &c. (which we call aeryw-. 
pas ) may be one God. You argue again, that 
if the on be a Son, in our Senſe, there muſt 
be a diviſion and ſeparate Exiſtence : We ſay, 
No; alledging that He may be a Son in a pro- 
fer Senſe, and in our Senſe, without Deviſion 
and without a ſeparate Exiſtence ; and the name 


* Diſquifit. Modeſt, Prof. p. 26. 
for 
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for this is zuterior Generation. After we are 
come thus far, purſuing your wandrings into 
che Philsſophy of the Thing, you ſtep back 
again, and tell us, that Scripturèe ſays nothing 
of this M ο , Or interior Generation. Sup. 
poſing (not granting) your Pretence true; Did 
You ſet out upon the Foot of Scripture? Does 
Scripture any where tell you, that two divine 
Perſons cannot be one God? Or that Father 
and Son muſt have a ſeparate Exiſtence £ You 
argue only from the Nature and Reaſon of the 
Thing it ſelf, of which you have no adequate 
Idea; and we anſwer what is ſufficient, and 
more than ſufficient to confute mere Conjectures 
in Matters above your reach. Lay You aſide 
your unſcriptural· Objections, and We ſhall have 
no occaſion for unſcriptural Anſwers. 

J ſhall juſt take notice of an artificial Turn of 
Mr. Emlyns, relating to this Subject; and then 
put an end to this long, but, I hope, uſeful Di- 
greſſion. His Words are as follows : * © The 
Pride of Reaſon, which hindred (the Pagan 
«* Philoſophers) from believing in Chriſt, did 

not lie in refuſing to ſubmit their Faith to 

myſterions Speculations, which puzzled their 
Reaſon: Bur, on the Contrary, it lay in a 
proud Affectation of Swelling Words and I 
Philoſophick Myſteries, and not humbling 
their Underſtandings to receive a plain Go- 
« ſpel, and familiar Doctrine. | 
The Thought is ingenious, and might paſ 
Exam. of Dy, Bennet, Wc, p. 5. Introduct. 


well; 
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well; if ſtory, like Meta hyſica! Argum. nts, 
were to be made merely by ſtrength of wit. He 
forgets that the Myſtery of the Reſurrection was 
one of thoſe plain familiar Things, which the 
Pride of their Reaſon refuſed to ſubmit to. He 
conſiders not that the 7eus, and the earlieſt He- 
rticks (much of the ſame Temper with the Pa- 
gan Philoſophers) were offended at nothing 
more than at the Myſtery of God Incarnate; 
which we learn from Ignatius, fuſtin, à Jre- 
nus, b Tertullian, and © other antient Wri- 
ters: And he need but look into Juſtin, 
Tatian, and Origen, to find that the Pagans, 
in particular, were in the ſame Sentiments, and 
join d in the ſame common Charge againſt the 
Chriſtian Doctrine. Nay, it may farther ap- 
pear, from other 4 Evidences, that the very 
c Wl ftery of the Trinity, which is the Rock of 
| WM Ofence to fome even at this Time, gave very 
early Offence to the Pagan Wits; and was 
much diſreliſh'd by Them: So averſe were They 
to the receiving of Myſteries: And the Pride 
of Reaſon wrought, at that Time, much after 
the ſame manner, as it does at this day; Hu- 


a Secundum nullam Sententiam Hereticorum Vceibum Dei 
caro factum eſt, Iren. l. 3. c. 11. p. 189. | 
b Iucredibile præſumpſetant Deum Carnem. Tertull. Contr. 
Marc. I. 3. c. 8. . e 
c Alii quoque Heretici uſque adeo Chriſti manifeſtam ample x- 
ati ſunt Divinitatem, ut dixcrint Illum fuifle fine Carne; & To- 
tum illi ſuſceptum detraxerint Hominem, ne decoquerint in illo 
Divini nominis poteſtatem ſi Humanam illi Sociaſſent, ut arbi— 

5 trabantur, Nativitatem. Novat. c. 18. 
d Lucian. Philopatr. Athan. Orat. p. 564. 


. man 
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man Nature being always the ſame. But it is 
now high time to proceed. 


Qu EN V XXII. 


Whether his (the Doctor's) whole Performance, 
whenever He aiffers from tis, be any thing 
more than a Repetition of this Aſſertion, That 
Being and Perſon are the ſame, or that ther: 

1 no Medium between Tritheiſm and Sabel. 
lianiſm? I hich is removing the Cauſe from 
Scripture to natural Reaſon, not very con 


ftently with the Title of his Book. 


T is of ſmall Importance to obſerye how 

the Doctor has proved ſuch Points, as He 
and We Both agree in. He might have ſpared 
che unneceſſary Pains and have took a ſhorter 
way with us, had his Cauſe been ſuch as could 
be ſerved by cloſe Argument. He need not 
have told us ſo often that the Father is ei 
nently ſtiled the one God, or that the Son 
is Subordinate, We allow all That: The Con- 


ſequence which He draws from it, and co- 


vertly inſinuates to his Reader, is the Thing 
we doubt of. This was the Point which ſhould 
have been labour d, for the Conviction of wiſe 
and conſidering Men. He has a deal to ſay in 
Defence of what no Body oppoſes ; and may 
there triumph ſecurely without an Adverſary : 
But when He comes to the Point of Difference, 
the pinch of the Queſtion, there it is that 5 

| | a 
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covers his want of Proof, and how little he 
as to depend on, beſides that one precarious 
principle intimated in the Query; which in- 

led runs thro his whole Performance, and is 
ften ſappos d, but never proud. 

By this Principle He a eludes the Force of the 

| Chapter of St. 7ohn's Goſpel : And He re- 
fers to it again upon Þ Acts 20.28. © 1 Tim. 3. 16. 

ohn 5.18. by the ſame Principle, He evades 
the Force of d Joh. 8.58. Joh. 1 2. 41. f Jah. 
5.23. And fo He might have done with any 
Number of Texts, however full and expreſs 
for the Received Doctrine: For, by the ſame 
Maxim, He draws over the Nzcene-Crecd, 
and does not deſpair of bringing in the h Atha- 
wan alſo. From hence it is viſible, wherein 
the ſtrength of his Performance lies; and what 
it is that He chiefly truſts to. It is not Scrip- 
iure, it is not Antiquity, but a Philoſophical 
principle; to which Scripture, Fathers, Coun- 
cils, Creeds, every Thing mult yield. And in- 
deed had it been a Principle of true and ſoumd 
Philoſophy, every reaſonable Man would be 
villing to pay the utmoſt Deference to it: But 
It appears, at length, to be that kind of vain 
Philoſophy, which is often intruding where ir 
tas nothing to do. The Subject is ſublime and 
above Comprehenſion. We have no intrinſick 
Evidence, no Ideas to build any thing certain- 


a Scrip. Dor. p. 86. b1d. p. 87. c1d.p.88. 97. dld. 
B99. ep. 102. fp. 132. g p. 465. hh p. 42. 
439, 435. &c. firſt Ed. | | 
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ly upon. Extrinſick Evidence, Divine Reye. 
ation, is here all in all; And the only pto. 
per uſe of our rational Faculties, is to inquire 
into the true and genuine Senſe of it. To phj. 
loſophize here from the Nature and Neaſu 
of the Thing it ſelf, of which we know little 
is chuſing to be ſtill in the Dark, when we haje 
Light before us ; and is not, properly, folloy. 
ing our Reaſon, but our Concerts, Fancies, and 
fond Conjectures. You are pleaſed to ſay, in 
Defence of the learned Dnctor, that F He hal 
done no more than proved intelligent Being au 
Perſon to be the ſame, it muſt for ever reman 
an unanſwerable Difficulty, &c. Right, if He 
had proved what He has not, ſomething might 
be ſaid. I have before obſerved to you, that 
the word, Being, bears two Senſes; and that 
you your Selves will not call any thing a B. 
ing, but a ſeparate Being. Excuſe the Trm- 
tarians for being reſerved, afrer your Example, 
in ſo tender a point; and for endeavoring 
to ſpeak properly, as well as to think zuftly, in 
things pertaining unto God. All that the Do. 
ctor hath proved, or can prove, is only this; 
that /eparate Perſons are ſo many intelligent Bi. 
ings; Which we readily admit: But wnzted per. 
ſons, or Perſons having 20 ſeparate Exiſtenct, 
may be one Being, one Subſtance, one Goh 
notwithſtanding. And that you may not think 
that I skreen my ſelf under dark Words, ot 
obſcure Diſtinctions, I will tell you frankly the 
* Qu. 9. p. 167. 1 

0 meat 
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meaning of what I have now ſaid. It is lit- 
tle more than this, that Perſons ſo united as 
to make one Being, may be one Being. I ſup- 
poſe the Affirmative, that They may be [0 mi- 
td; having ſufficient Grounds for it in Scrip- 
ture, and in Catholick Antiquity. Ir lies up- 
on you, in this Caſe, ro prove the Negazzue, 
viz. that no Union, whatever, can make two 

Perſons one Being, one to Odo, one God: You 
are to ſhow the Suppoſition to be impoſlible, in 
the Nature of the Thing : That is (as I humbly 
onceive) you are to prove what you can know . 
othing of; and are to work up a Demonſtra- 
tion without Ideas. There the Matter reſts, 
and, I am perſwaded, muſt reſt, till you plcaſe 
o come out of Metaphyſicks ; and to put the 
auſe upon the Foot of Scripture and Anti- 
ty, the only Lights in this Matter. Strange 
hat, at this Time of Day, Any need to be told 
what * Unbelie vors only doubtcd of formerly) 
hat Scripture is our Rule to go by, for form- 
ng our Notions of God ; and not the light of 
ature, which is darkneſs in Compariſon. 

You are offended at the Queriſt for ſaying, 
hat the Doctor admits no Medium between 
Intheiſm and Sabellianiſm. I ſhould have 
ad, it ſeems, vo Medium for his Adverſaries, 


Ul, 3 | | V ” 
4 Oun P Quo, UT &rFgwrivy ce, BTW tur rg Nl 
herne AD ααο˙)bι,ννοj,; AA Th e i TO; HB; a ad gert 
Mixa de DNN py 10. Juſt. Mart. Paræn. Eo 60, | 
| Ha m Tolvuy s OH che Hees. zn Bd ee rg ot Os 

es Irooroal as pr Nei ofor T6, N ra F cup, wore, R 

| 4 * U / 8 => id . 12 . Ed Ox. 
Ming mrrelxg dicker b. Ibid, p. 129 a 
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and you wonder at ſo palpable a miſtake. In. 
deed, the meaning of what I ſaid was ſo pul. 
pable, that there was no occaſion for guard, 
while I ſuppoſed my ſelf writing to a Man of 
Senſe. You have took it right ſo far: The 
Doctor allows Us, his Adverſaries, no Medium, 
Bur J had an Eye to ſomething more, v7z. that 
He has, by the {ame Principle, left no Medium 
for Himſelf; as J ſhall ſhow you, in due Time, 
J am only to obſerve now, that it is not from 
Scripture, or from Catholic Antiquity, that the 
Doctor has lcarnd this Maxim, of 20 Medium 
(for ſuch as believe Chriſt to be efentuly 
God) between Sabellianiſin and Tritheiſm 
This was what I complain'd of, his making a 
Pompous Appearance of Scripture and Fathers, 
when the whole is made to depend upon a 
meer philoſophical Queſtion, which is to be 

the Rule and Meaſure to try Scripture and H. 

thers by. Let Scripture, or Fathers appear 

ever ſo ſtrong and clear for ſuch a Medium, 

They are condemn'd before-hand, either to 
ſpeak another Senſe, or to be of no Weight 0 

Authority. If this be the Caſe (as you ſeem 

to admit) you ought to go upon very furs 

_ Grounds. And yer the learned Doctor, inſtcad 
of favouring us with any proof of his main Po: 
fition, which gives the Law to the reſt, has on! 

often repeated it; which is no more than te 

fay, there cannot be any Medium, in the Caſe 
no, there cannot. We do not pretend to bi 

wiſe enough to know any thing, 4 priori, * 

e thet 
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ther there can, or there cannot; But, a poſteriort, 
we may inquire after Fach: And if we find by 
Scripture, rightly underſtood, that there really 
is ſuch a Medium; we ſhall not be concern'd for 
any pretended Strength of your Maxim againſt it. 

Our Defence then againſt the Charge of Tri- 
theiſm will be as follows. By comparing Scrip- 
ture with Scripture, we plainly find that the 
divine Unity is not an Unity of Per/on : We 
obſerve, that there are more Perſons than one 
dignified with the fame high Titles of Lord, 
God, &c. inveſted with the ſame high Powers, 
Attributes, and Perfections; and intitled to the 
ime Honour, Worſhip, and Adoration : And 
yet the Scripture never tells us of two true 
Code, but conſtantly aſſerts that God is One. 
Ne take notice, that the Father is Jehovah, and 
don is Fehovah, and yet the Lord Fehovah is 
One Lord ; The Father creates, and the Son 
rates, and yet we have no Warrant to ſay 
Two Creators; The Father is worſhippd, and 
the Son is worſhippd, and yet we find no Foun- 
dation for aſſerting tu Objects of Worſhip, 
or Two Worſhips: In a word, the Father is 
Cod, and the Son is God, and yer we are no 
where taught to call Them Two Gods. The 
byious Concluſion, from theſe Premiſes, is, 
that They are Both one God (otherwiſe indeed 
Ditheiſin is unavoidable) and thus the Scrip- 


ic are notion of Unity is of more Perſons than 
hy ne in the ſame Godhead. What confirms us in 
he 


this reaſoning, is, that our Bleſſed Lord has told 
1 Us, 
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ly make good the Poſition before laid down, that 


us, that He and the Father are one ; that who- 
ſoever hath ſcen Him, hath ſeen the Father; 
that He is in he Father, and the Father in Hin; 
and very familiarly ſpeaking of the Father and 
Himſclf, He ſays, we ill come unto Him (that 
loveth Chriſt) and make our abode with Hin. 
St. Paul in his Epiſtles asks for the ſame Grace, 
Mercy, and Peace from the Father and Son; 
And alſo prays that They may direct his Ju, 
1 The. 3. 1 1. Theſe Things ſerve to illuſtrate and 
explain each other ; and, all together, abundant. 


* Father and Son are one God. Accordingly the 
Prophet + 1/aiah, as may be inferr d from &. 
John, makes them Both to be One Holy, Hoh, 
Lord of Hoſts, therein ſignifying both the Di. 
ſtinction of Perſons, and Unity of Godhcad, 
Theſe Conſiderations (with many others too long 


ro recite) convince us that there is a Me¹⁵ a 
(ſaving the Son's eſſential Divinity) between 
bellianiſin and Tritheiſm. We aſſert not Three thi 
Abſolute, Original, Co-ordinate Divinities, like" 
the Marcionites; We ſeparate not the Perſons" 
from each other, with the Arians; we hold nol" 
a ſpecijfick Unity; (ſuch as between two Individſh® 
duals of any Species, two Men, for Inſtance.) li 1 
1 
* I] bave hitherto waved the Conſideration of the Holy Ghoſt 1 
for which reaſon alſo, I paſs it over bere, confining my ſel 
chiefly to the point of the Son's Divinity, which if ſufficient i. 
clear'd, the other, I ſuppoſe, may be admitted without Scruplt 


＋ ai. Ch, . | 4 Job;-12- 41. 

Vid. Athanaſ. p. 108. 877. 889. Ed. Bened. Baſil. contr. Eu 
nom. J. 5. p. 115. Hieron. in Iſa, 6. & Epiſt. ad Damaſ. « 
cod. Epiph. Ancorat. p. 15. 31. 
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we did any of theſe, there might be ſome colour 
for the Charge of Tritheiſin. But we acknow- 
edge, with the Scriptures, one God the Father 
with his Co-eſſential and Co-eternal Son and 
Spirit ; One Head and Fountain of all , the three 
Divine Perſons being One in Nature, Que in 
Knowledge, in Preſence, in Operation and Ener- 
py; never Separate, never Aſunder ; diſtinct 
without Diviſion, united without Confuſion. Tf 
his be Tratherſmn, it is what rhe Scripture has 
aught Us, and what God, who beſt knows his 
wn Nature, hath recommended to Us. But 
It is not Tritheiſin; it is the true and only Me- 
um, which may be found by looking in Scrip- 
ture for it; and which you ſeem to have loſt. 
by following a falſe Light, and wandring too 
ar in fanciful Speculations. I 
To confirm us ſtill more in this, we perceive, 
pon due Inquiry, that Thoſe who lived neareſt 
the Apoſtolical Age, and beſt knew the mind of 
the Scriptures, They alſo taught rhe fame Do- 
tine which we teach. There was ſome Appear- 
ance of Tritheiſin in it then, as there is now; 
rhich is an Argument to us, that it is ſtill the ſame: 
but if any Chriſtian ſeriouſly took upon Him to 
harge the Doctrine with Tyitheiſin, and perſiſt- 
d in it, He was immediately rejected by the 
yiſer and ſoberer Chriſtians, as a Heretic. 
Praxeas about the Year 186, began openly 
0 charge the Catholicks with Tritheiſm. But 
is Pretences were eaſily deſpiſed by the Church; 
ind his Arguments anſwerd by Tertullian. 
Z EF | Not 
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Not long after, Noetus revived the Charge, 
and his a Plea was that God is One, and that 
there could not be a plurality in the Godhead: 
But He went away with the Character of z 
weak and raſh Man; and was condemn d by 
the Chriſtian Church. At the ſame Time, the 


Noetians had ſo high an Opinion of the D. 
vinity of Chriſt (Scripture and Tradition run-W fi 
ning ſtrong for it) that b They had no way offi Þ 
ſolving the difficulty, but by making Father and ©: 
Son one Perſon, and, in Conſequence, were 
Pairipaſſians. 5 
About the middle of the third Century aro 
Habellius. He pretended to be extremely ca £ 
lous for the Unity, and © charged the CA, 
licks with aſſerting Three Gods, He has bee! 
thought to have refined upon the No 
Scheme (if we may call it refmmg) by deny n 
ing a God incarnate, after the Example of thai ! 
carlier Hereticbs; by which He avoided the EM © 
ror of the Parripaſſians. If ſo, He may be look * 
upon as holding nearly the ſame Principle | 


with the modern Socinians. This Conjectut 
is grounded on a Paſſage in d Epiphanius. ul I 
© St. Auſtin underſtood the Matter otherwill © 


a Epiphan. Hær. 57. p. 480. Theod. Hæret. Fab. 1.3. c. 0 
Hippol. Contr. Noet. c. 11. p. 14. | 

b Ne videantur 4uos Deos dicere, neque rurſus negare Salvatoſ! 
Divinitatem, unam candemque Subſtantiam Patris ac Filiialleit 
rant: Id eſt duo quidem nomina ſecundum diverſitatem Cauls 
rum recipientem, Unam tamen Hypoſtaſin ſubſiſtere, id eſt, Una 
Perſonam duobus nominibus ſubjacentem, qui latiue Patripaſlial 
appellantur. Orig. abud Pa. Apol. p. 226. Ed. Bened. 

c Epiphan, Hæreſ. 62. p. 514. | 

d Epiphan. Sy nopſ. Tom. 1. I. 2, p.398. Tom. 2. p. 146. Ed. Peta 

5 Aug. Hætel. 41, 5 an 
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and the Sabellians have been generally reckon d 
with the Patripaſſians. 3 

Within a few Years after Sabellius, Paul of 
Samoſata carried on the fame Charge of a Tri- 
theiſia, (or rather Ditheiſin) againſt the Cathy- 
licks ; and was a warm, injudicious b Aſſerter of 
the Unity, confining it to the Father only, exclu- 
ſive of the other Perſons. But the Catholick 
Biſhops, as Euſebius informs us, ran together 
againſt Him, as againſt a Wolf, that was cndea- 
yoring to deſtroy the Flock of Chriſt. 

About Fifty Years after Him, appeared Arius; 
who, to avoid d Tyitheiſin (as He thought) and 
to preſerve the Unity of the Godhead, and that 
there might be one © delf-exiſtent Being, or 
Perſon (The ſame Pretexts, in the main, which 
had been handed down by ſome f before Pra- 
xeas, as well as by Praxeas Himſelf, and 
Noetus, Sabellius, and Paul of Samoſata ) 
denied the Divinity of the ſecond Perſon, only 
allowing a real Pre-cxiſtence, and ſo making 
Him more antient than the others before men- 
tion d did. Such were the Men, who former- 
ly (joining therein with 8 Fews and Pagans) 
charged the Catholicks with holding a plurality 
of Gods: While the Catholicks notwithitand- 


a Epiſt. Synod. Antioch. Lab. Tom. 1. p. 845. 

b Theodoret. Hætet. Fab. I. 2. c. 8. Athanal. Vol. 2. p. 942. 
r ieh, Ecch. Hhit, 1. . e. 37- 

d Ep. Alexand. apud Theod. E. H. 1. 1. c. 4. 

e EY 25 eo EnvyTey, 246 &;:1147 .. 

f Vid. Novatian.£.'30. ©: 

g Athan, Vol. 1. p. 564. Lucian. Philopatr, 


4 ing. 


* 


33 A DEFENSE Q. xXII 


ing, retained the Faith; deſpiſing the Accu: 
ſation, as weak, falſe, and groundleſs; and 
defending Themſelves upon ſuch Principles ag 


have been before mention d. None were ever bac 
condemnd by the Church as Tritheiſts, but Mud 
ſuch as either denied the Inity of Principiun, NM. 


or made the Hypoſtaſes Heterogeneous, ſeparate 
or aliene from cach other. ot 

We have ſeen then, that there is no juſt 
ground from Scripture or Antiquity, to charge 
our Doctrine with Tritheiſm. If there be any 
pretence from rhe Nature and Reaſon of the 
thing it ſelf, it is of very ſlight moment. The 
aruine Nature is beſt known from Revelation: 
It is from thence we diſcover that God is not 
pgromeswaO: a ſingle Hypoſtaſes, but that the 
Father has his Co-eſſential and Co-cternal Son 
and Holy Spirit, always in Him and with Him, 
We can have no other right Conception of the 
one God (to uſe the Words of * Hippolytus) but 
by believing in a real Father, Son, and Holy- 
Ghoſt. This is the Faith of the ever bleſſed 
Trinity ; which Scripture and Fathers hold forth 
to Us; and which is too ſtrongly ſupported, to 
be weaken'd by any Wit or Criticiſm. As to 
Thoſe who take Trinity and Tritheiſm for 


oo * AM Tf 510 oNs, vo wy rte dr, Zary wy 9 ae @ 
yo 56 EH Tug) maAvowpp. Hippol. Contr. Noet. p. 16. 
I ſhall add bis Doxology, becauſe it has but lately appear d 
in the Greek, and ſo has been leſs took notice of. 
0dr. 6 Otis 6 whwnr®- di nde 919 s, o an Lim 
Harig, air 1 Nita 191 20 Ar d Hate! Y aa h, 
3 Ty C, πν⁰νdʃ.g. vg vor, v4 ai, roy tig vg el N wit 
Ye, 4H Pp. 20. Vol. 2. Fabric. ö 9 8 | 


Synony- 
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Synonymous Terms, They may go on to value 
Themſelves upon it. They have eus, Pa- 
gans, and Hereticks, Fifteen Hundred Years 
backwards, to countenance Them in it. It it 
ficient to have ſhown, that wiſer and better 
Men, the truly Primitive and Catholick Church, 
never thought it Tritheiſin; but condemn d 
Thoſe that thought ſo. 


ctrine, I come, next, to fix it upon Your's ; 
where, I humbly conceive, it ought to lie. I 
do not pretend that you are Tritheiſis, in 
every Senſe ; but in the ſame Senſe that the 
Pagams are called Polytheiſts, and in the Scrip- 


ture-Senſe of the Word, God, as explain'd 


une Perſon is, with you, equivalent to one 
Cod; and Two, to two Gods; and Three, to 


quence unavoidable. One Supreme, and two 
Inferior Gods, is your avowed Doctrine: And, 


ordinate, or otherwiſe) is Tritheiſm ; againſt 
the firſ# Commandment, againſt the whole Te- 
nor of Scripture, and the Principles of the Pri- 
mitive Church. It is, to me, an Inſtance of the 
ll Effects of vain Philoſophy, and ſhows how 
the Diſputer of this World may get the bet- 


land, to avoid it, run into a real One, againſt 
deripture and Antiquity. You tell me, indeed, 
- | that 


Having taken off the Charge from our Do- 


and contended for by your Selves. Gne di- 


three Gods : The Caſe is plain ; The Conſe- 
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certainly, the aſſerting Three Gods (whether co- 


ter of the Chriſtian ; when Men appear ſo much 
afraid of an imaginary Error in Metaphyſicks, 
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that if T am poſitive in this, you! bring both 
* Ante-Nicene and Nicene-Fathers againit me 
Bur, let me adviſe You to read Them (a ſecond 
Time) over; and you'l ſee no Reaſon to hy 
Sanguine in this Matter. The Doctor has cite 
ſome Paſſages from Them, and made Then 
ſeemingly ſpeak his Senſe ; though, in the main 
Doctrine, they are clearly againſt Him, az] 
have obſerved + above. You appeal to theſt 
Fathers as Vouchers for you. But let us at 
tend, however, to what you ſay. 

The Antient Writers of the Church un 
nimouſly agree, that nothing but an abſolit 
Equality and Co-ordination in God the Falle 
and the Son, can make Them two Gods ; ani 
that the real Subordination of the Son to th 
Father preſerves the Church from Poly 


* The Senſe of Ante-Nicene and Poſt-Nicene Fathers, ink 
{ation to Tritheiſm, may be ſeen in the following Paſſages. 


Eis c' d eluomws ,t 3 n Ne e © N ! 1 
&valoBviu v o ν,, xhev'y fb Þ CMxAnGiOAG & O88, Thy worugy,n i b 
Fed; Orders ge f ee ee. 3X; frames 7745" 11 
weed reis ©8855 TpoTwor Td xnguT]2ov, eis Tra; a5 % evg al { 
A TUV TX, r 08 xi ders Ag. S 017%, 797 4 Ul wor lv. Dion ( 
Roman. apud Athanaſ. Vol. I. p. 231. ( 
0 2 N ei 2% 1,0 Mo, Oo £H2UTIES O226* Per M#agx;urO- » 1 t 
ore — TreAw 6 Ot ayimror 11% Aizen, U Os om 
o 2 0g Nes O26, Als Tn © ob Ag Oo 1 Saανν 
u  oo'/es Cm 5 pics E M Axl. 3, 5 m0 ig a, Y,, y 
sds. At Fr ey eres P 91 O- vos 2, rr ASU 5 2 0 y 
77; mulenrxt; om ®» vmueyarn Athan. Contr. Sabell. Greg, 0 
42. Comp. Baſil. Hom. 27. Contr, Sabell. p. 604. 605, p 
nds & tw pic 0 ns. #1 &'% Le, A bong O ο %, Y Hag f 
05 1 x et E Aelsdæ cv, 179k Mero ox & ve T 18 S olg a0 Vos, inch 
Wl G £19 O05 © ie, reges 3 ö mary? rgy ce xm rn O | 
d. Ai Come 1 d o, Ned winch mover d vHaν¼ i. 


20 Oe . dew T4 Hale © ys* ere, of To 2% Frome c 
Cyril. Alex. Theſaur. p. 78. T Qu. 5. 
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il theiſm, (p. 100.) In the next Page, You appeal 
to Athanaſius for the Senſe of the Nicene aud 
Poſt-Nicene Fathers, and to Hilary and Ha— 
/, in order to clear your Doctrine from the 
Charge of Tritheiſin; little imagining that 
theſe good and great Men have * condemn'd 
your Doctrine, as Polytheiſin and Paganiſm, 
over and over; as all know, that are any thing 
converſant in their Works. Well: But what have 
They ſaid to countenance your Notion? This 
only: That Unity of Principle clears the 
Church's Doctrine from the Charge of 771— 
therſm. Not your Doctrine, not the Arian 
Doctrine; but the Catholrck Doctrine. For 
ſince Equality of Nature, and Unity of Frin- 
lle too, are both requiſite; The Cazholicks 
admitting the former (as their Adverſaries well 
knew ) had nothing farther ncedful to inſiſt 
upon, in anſwer to the Charge of Tritheiſin, 
but the latter. Unity of Principle, and Same- 
neſs of Nature together might make two Per- 
ſons owe God (according to the unanimous 
Opinion of the Anticnts) but not cither of 
them alone. 
But now in reſpect to the Hrian (that is, 
your Doctrine) the pretence of Unity of Prin- 
ciple is perfectly abſurd. The Son is ſup— 
poſed a Creature of the Father's: If his be— 
ing of, or from, the Father, in this Senſe, 
makes Him one God with the Father, it will 
follow, that Angels or Men, or cven Things 
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inanimate, are one God with the Father alſy 
Indccd, to do you juſtice, you do not ſo much 
as pretend, that Cn of Principle, or any 
Thing elſe can make Him one God with the 
Father. Which is enough to ſhow, how ver 
widely you differ from the Antients, in the 
main Point of All. They thought it neceſſary 
to aſſert, that Father and don were Both one 
God. So Jrenzus, Athenagoras, Tertullian, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Hippolytus 
Latiantias, and even Enſebis Himſelf, after 
ſome Debates upon it; as may appear from the 
Teſtimonies “ before referr'd to; And of the 
Poſi-Nicene Catholick Writers, in general, every 
body knows how They contended for it. They 
_ thought that the Divinity of the Son could 
not be otherwiſe ſecured, and Polytheiſin at 
the ſame time avoided, than by aſſerting Fa. 
ther and Son to be ove God; and They thought 
right, But what do you do? Or how can you 
contrive to clear your Scheme? We ask if the 
Son be God, as well as the Father? You fay, 
Yes: How then is there but one God? Your 
Aniwer is, The Father is /#preme, and there-' 
fore He, /angly, is the one God. This is taking 
away what you gave us before, and retracting 
what you alerted of the Son. If Supremac) 
only makes a Perſon God, The Son is no God, 
upon your Principles: Or, if He is God notwith- 
ſtanding, then Father and Son are tuo Gods. 
Turn this over, as often as you pleaſe, youl 


* Qu. 5. p. 22. 
| find 
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fnd it impoſſible to extricate your {elf from it. 
You can ſay only this; That you do not ad- 
mit Two ſupreme Gods. This is very true: 
No more did the Pagan Polytheiſts, nor the 
dolatrous Samaritans, nor Others condemn'd 
in Scriprure for Polytherſun. You ſtand pretty 
fair upon the Principles of PHiloſophy; and are 
not guilty of any manifeſt Error in Meta- 
py/icks, upon this Article. But you are ſuch 
1 Tritheiſt, as, upon Scripture Principles, and 


” Wupon the Principles of the Calholichè Church, 
boch * before and after rhe Nicene-Coumncil, 
© muſt ſtand condemn'd. Your Belief of the 
© WW /uthers being for you, in this particular, is 
, pure Fancy and Fiction; owing, I ſuppoſe, to 


your ſeeing only ſome Pieces of Them in Dr. 
Clarke. You can find but very little among 
the Ancients, which either directly or indirectly 
favors your Notion of a ſzpreme and a ſubor— 
dnate God. They condemn'd it zmplzcrtely, 
in their Diſputes with the Pagazs, all along: 
And no ſooner was it ſtarred in the Church, 


„but che Catholichs were alorm d at it; and im- 
u mediately condemn'd ir, as reviving of Crea- 
” WY ire-1//or ſhip, and reſtoring Gentiliſin, and 
5 Pavan Polytheiſin. Two Gods, a greater and a 
les, a Supreme and an Inferior, no Scripture, no 
7 ſound Reaſon, no good Catholick ever Taught ; 
0 no Church would have endured. A ſeparate 
I Io N. B. 1 40 not ſay that the Ante-Nicene Writers would have 
6 ed the Arian Dod#: ine Tritheiim ; perbaps, Blalphemy ra- 
ul WH ther. By They world have charg'd it with Paganitm (ſee 


Tertullian above, p. 54.) which comes to the ſame with what 
tbe Poſt· Nicene [aid of it. God 


j 
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God from the Supreme, an inferior created 
God, would not only have been look d upon 
as Polytheiſm and Contradiction, conſider d in it 
ſelf; but as Hereſy and Blaſphemy, if under. 
ſtood of God and Chriſt. 

To conclude this Head: If we underſtand 
the word, God, in the ſtrict Senſe, it is ridi. 
culous to charge the Arian Scheme with ply- 
rality of Gods. But, if it be underſtood in the 
loote popular Senſe, or in your own Senſe of 
it, it is equally ridiculous to deny it. Mr. yr, 
who, you know, has ſtudied this Controverſy 
much and long, and is no Friend either to the 
truly Catholick Scheme, or yours, condemun- 
ing Both as Tritheiſpn ; is pleaſed however ſo 
far to give the Preference to the former, as 
to declare, that % Arian Hereſy is only 4 
more abſurd and leſs defenſible Tritheiſm “ 
Of all the four Schemes which have been fol 
lowed, the Sabellian, Catholick, Arian, and 
Sociniam; the Sabellian only ( which intirely 
ungods the Son, and anmhilates the Hoh: 
Ghoſt) ſtands perfectly clear of any Appearance 
of *Polyiheiſm. The Catholick appears charge- 
able, but really is not ſo: The Arian and 9. 
cinian both appear fo, and are ſo ; Where— 
fore a Charge of Tritheiſin muſt come from 
Them, with a very ill Grace. For, was the 
Charge really juſt, and were we weak enough 
to aſſert three Co-ordinate Gods; yer even 
that could not be more repugnant to the 
* Explicat. of the Articles of Div, Unity, p. 91. 

whole 
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ſhole Drift, Scope, and Tenor of the Sacred 
'rit, than the admitting a plurality of Gods, 
preat and little, ſoveraien and inferior, in- 


tnite and finite, uncreated and created, to re- 


eive our Addreſſes, and to be the Objects of 
ur Love, Faith, Hope, Confidence, and reli- 


pious Adoration. 


QUE «KY XXIH. 


Whether the Dottor's Notion of the Trinity be 
more clear and intelligible than the other ? 

The difficulty in the Conception of the Trinity is, 
how three Perſons can be one God. 

Does the Doctor deny that every one of the 
Perſons, ſingly, is God? Na: Does He 
deny that God is one * No: How then are 
Three one? 

Does one and the ſame Authority, exercisd 
by all, make Them one, numerically or in- 
druidually one and the ſimme Cod? That is 
hard to conceive how ity ee diſtin} Beings, 
according to the Dotior's & Scheme, can be 
individually one God, that 15, three Perſons 
one Perſon. 

If therefore one God neceſſarily ſignifies but one 
Perſon, the Conſequence is irreſiſtible ; either 
that the 'ather i that one Perſon, and none 
elſe, which is downright Sabellianiſm; Or 
that the three Perſous are three Gods. 


L Thus the Doctor's Scheme 19 liable to the ſame 


aijjiculties with the other. 
There 
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T here is indeed one eaſy way of coming off, an 
that is, by ſaying that the Son and Huh 
Spirit are neither of them Cod, in the Serj. 
ture-ſence of the Word. But this is cutting 
the Knot, inſtead of untying it; and is 1 
effect to ſay, They are not ſet forth as divin 
Perſons m Scripture. 
Does the Communication of divine Porn 
and Attributes from Father to Son, aul 
Holy Spirit, make Them one God, the Dit. 
nity of the two latter being the Father, 
Divinity? Tet the ſame difficulty recurs 
For either the Son and Holy Ghoſt have d. 
ſtint Attributes, and a diſtintt Divi 
, their own, or They have not: If Thy 
have, They are 2 the Doctors Pris 
ciple) diſtint# Gods from the Father, aul 
as much as Finite from Infmite, Creaturt 
from Creator; and then how are They one! 
Tf They have not, then, ſmce They baut 
no other Divinity, but that individual Di 
vinity, and thoſe Attributes which are ut 
ſeparable from the Father's Eſſence, The 
can haveno diſtintt Eſſence from the Fathers; 
and ſo (acording to the Doctor) will be ot 
and the ſame Perſon, that is, will be Nami 

only. 
Q. Whether This be not as unintelligible a 
the Orthodox Notion of the Trinity, aul 
liable to the like Difficulties : A Commun 
cation of divine Powers and Attribut 
without the Subſtance, being as hard to cot 
| Cette, 
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ceibe, nay much harder than a Communication 


of Both together ? 


OV are pleaſed to ſay, that had the Au- 

thor at all underſtood Dr. Clarke's Books, 
He would not have offered theſe Conſidera- 
tions, They are ſuch groſs Miſtakes, (p. 105.) 
It might be very pardonable to miſtake the 
Doctor, who deals much in general and am- 
biguous Terms; and I am the more excuſable, 


ss miſtaking on the render and candid Side. I 
WW muſt own to you, I was not then aware, that 
che Doctor had denied, Father, Son, and Holy- 
1 Gho/?, to be one God. I did not apprehend, He 
be would ſcruple to call Them all together one 


God; becauſe That would be manifeſtly ex- 
cluding Son and Holy-Ghoſt from the one God- 
head ; and then our Diſpute about his meaning, 
would be perfectly at an end. I ſhould have 


au been very unwilling to make ſo home a Charge, 
D. That upon Him: But ſince you are a Friend, 

„ad declare in publick that this is his meaning, 
Tei it ſhall be hereafter. And now, I will 
rot ask how' three Perſons can be one God, 


pon the Doctor's Principles: But Tl put the 


Doctor s Principles) that every Perſon of 
be Trinity 1s God; and true likewiſe, that 
bere is hut one God? The Queſtion or Dif- 
culty being thus fairly ſtated, I conceive, 
lat my reaſoning againſt the other, will, in the 


A 47) 


Nueſtion thus: How can it be true (upon the 


ain, hold good againſt this too; only nut- 
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tis mutandis. Now then, clear me up this Ic 
Difficulty in the Doctor's Scheme, and free it P 
from Self-Contradittion, if you are able. I have b 
been ſearching diligently ſeveral Pages of your MW ® 
Anſwer, to ſee if I might find any thing like tc 
a Solution: But I perceive at length, you cl 
was fo wiſe as to drop it. You was to tell Il 
me How, notwithſtanding that there are Three MI © 
divine Perſons; (that is, Gods, according to 0 
you) there is ſtill but one God. But inſtead of II "" 
this, you run wandring wide and far, to ſhow Cl 
how Three may be One. What? Three Gods | ly 
one God: That was what J ask d; the reſt L 
is not pertinent, but foreign to the Point. Ml ” 
Finding {ſo little Satisfaction from you, in | If 
Point ſo material, in the very pinch of the th 
Queſtion between the Doctor and Us, I thought if 
proper to have recourſe to the Doctor's Books Ml ©* 
again; to ſee if any thing could be found there 11 
ro our preſent purpoſe. V G 
I perceived, that Dominion and Authority, fa 
according to Him, make God to be God. Up- a 
on this Principle, He ſuppoſes the Son, Þ+ #y th 
nature truly Cad, having true divine Power Py 
and Dominion: And He ſays, + The «word, e 
God, in Scripture, is always a relatrue word of He 
Office, ſignifymmg perſonal Dominion. The 1 
obvious Concluſion, from theſe Premiſes, is, . 
that if Dominion and Authority, ſuch as make 1 
any Perſon truly Cod, be lodged in Three Per- 4 
* Replys g., %½ꝓ% n/́oœ̃a“! ten ; 


+ Ib. 5. 290. | 
| 3 ſons; 


ns; 
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ſons ; Thoſe Three Perſons, upon the Doctors 
P rinciples, : mutt be three © Gods d The Doctor 


being ſenſible of this Difficulty in his Scheme, 


and not being able to ſolve it, nor willing 
to profeſs 7hree Gods, tries to diſguiſe and 
clude it. He asks, * why muſt three divine 
Beings, of neceſſity, be concerved as three 
Gods ? The Anſwer is very eaſy: Becauſe three 
divine Beings, or Perſons,. is exactly the ſame, 


ciples ; and becauſe every one of the Three is 
ſuppoſed ro have perſonal Dominion, that very 
Domminn which is ſufficient to make a Perſon 
truly Cod; and ſuch as wakes God to be God. 
He goes on to diſtinguiſh the three Perſons by 


if He had forgot, or had no mind to own, that 
either of the two laſt is God. He proceeds: 
They can no- more truly be ſaid to be three 
Gods, than each of Them, ſingly, can be truly 
ſaid to be the Cod and Father of All, who 15 
above all; "which, is the Apoſile's Deſinitian of 
the one ſupreme God. But this is not to the 
Purpoſe ; unleſs no ave can be God, that is 
not the ſupreme God. If the Doctor ſays Thar, 
He contradicts Himſelf ſtrangely ; having took 
a great deal of Pains to ſhow that the Son, tho 
not the firme God, is yet truly God, having 
Irie qi uiue Power and Dominion. If He thinks 
lic Apoſtle's Definition of God to be bet- 


er than his own, why did He not ſtand to it? 


* Reply, PLAID. ns 24 T lb. Pi 223. IN 
Aa 3 And 


in other Words, with three Gods, upon his Prin- 


the Names of God, Lord, and Holy Spirit ; as 
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And then it would be ſeen plainly, that his 
meaning is, that no one can be God but the 7 
Father ; which is making ſhort work with the 
Doctrine of the bine Trinity, and ſtriking 
out Son and Holy-Ghoſt at once. It is evident 
ro a Demonſtration, that the three Perſons 
are, upon the Doctors Hypotheſes, as realy 
and truly three Gods, as that every one, ſingly, 
is God: And therefore, either let Him ſay 
plainly, that there are three Gods; or that 
neither the Son, nor the Holy-Ghoſt is Gu 
The Difficulty then {till remains unanſwer d 
how (upon the Doctor's Principles) three Per 
ſons can be every one, ſingly, God; and ye 
Scripture ' ſay true, that there is but on 

vas VV 
And now, I return to you again; whom 
left inſtructing the Reader, very particularly 
How Three may be One; viz. in agreement ( 
Mind; in their joint care of the Church, | 
Teſtimony, &c. which might have been pen 
nent, had I been arguing from the Text, I 
my Father are One; or from Joh. 5. 7. B 
your anſwering ſo copiouſly ro what I did nc 
ask, and ſlipping over the main Difficulty 
looks as if you were more concern'd how 
keep your Reader from the ſight of the Qu 
ſtion, than how to give Him any reaſonab 
Satisfaction. The firſt pertinent Thing I me 
with from you, is in Page 108, where 9. 
charge me with a manifeſt Error, for ſuppoſ 
it Sabellianiſin to make the one God od 
| erjo 


pir 
Cf 
far 


. XXIII. of ſome QUERIES. 349 


| Perſon ; namely, The Perfon of the Father. 
what I aſſert is, that it is Sabellianiſin to ſay, 
"What there is but One who is God, one Perſon 
; only, inſtead of one Nature: Or to ſuppoſe 
the Godhead to be one ſingle Hypoſtaſis; or 
; yo@ggoww3, a Father without his Mord or 


Hirit eternally and eſſentially ſubſiſting with 
im, and from Him. This is what IT main- 
tain, and what you will not be able ro diſprove. 


Perſon could not be one Cod. I anſwer, that 


et a wer, that 
o one Perſon is one God, excluſively of the 
cher two Perſons. You add, F one God be 


% Perſons or more, it is impoſſible for , one 
Perſon to be God. When we lay one Perſon 
5 God, we mean that He is a divine Hypo- 
gie, Deitatem habens, as the Schools ſpeak : 
ut when we ſay God is three Perſons, we un- 
lerſtand it of the divine E//ence, or Subſtance : 
do that the word God is ſomerimes taken eſſen- 
ial/y, and ſometimes perſonally, which makes 
he Difference. You proceed: The D 
the Scholaſtick Notion (you mean the De— 
enders of the Trinity in Unity ) profeſs the 
ather alone, and diſtinct from the Son and 
ſhirit, is God, or the one God. Very true: 
n the perſonal Senſe before mention d, aiſtinct 
om, not excluſrue of, the Son and Holy- 
pirit. In the ſame Senſe, either of the other 
* ſerſons is God, and the one God, There is 
farther Reaſon, why the Father is peculiarly 

erſſ n 
Aa 3 and 


Bur let us ſee how you go about it. One God, 
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and-eininently ſtiled the one God: Not to ex. 
clude che other Perſons ; but to ſignify hs 
priority of Order, as Father, and as Fountainſiff © 
of all. Thus I have anſwer d your Reaſon, 
which you are pleas d to call Demoiſtration.; : 
tho' it is manifeſt that, all along in your rea. | 
ſoning, you take it for granted, that God H 
otic Parton only, and ſuppoſe the very 'Thing 
in Queſtion. You next proceed to confute my 
Aſſertion; that the making the one God but : 
one Perſon, is Sabellian. And you fay thus: 
Tf by one Perſon, He means one intel 
Agent, He makes the Sabellians Catholich 4 
and condemns his own' Friends for Trithciſtsf © 
I certainly mean a rea! Perfon, an Hyp3/7a/is, nol 
Mode, Attribute, or Property, as you mill © 
eaſily have perceived. The charge of Tritheiſi p 

have ſufficiently anſwer'd before; and return 
ed it to its proper Owners. I (hall only ail © 
here, that each divine Perſon is an individua 3 
intelligent Agent: But as ſubſiſting in one ul © 
divided Subſtance, They are all together, in tha ” 
reſpect, but one undivided intelligent Agent , 

And thus my Friends ſtand clear of Trtheiſn 

You obſerve, that Sahellius held one Hype 
itafis, or divine Subſtance, in oppoſition to i 
Church, who profeſSd three Hypoſtaſes. VM 
did you not add, or three djvine Subſtance .. 
having render d Hypoſtaſis, divine Subſtaui * 
Juſt before? Is not the reaſon of it viſible 5, 
Lou would not ſay that the Sabellians hi fo 
4 


one Subſtance, and the Church three Si 


[tant 
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ſtances, (rho' you ſay it in effect) becauſe the 


Thing is notoriouſly falſe. But taking advan- 
tage of the Ambiguity of the word, Hypoſtaſis, 
ſometimes uſed to ſignify Subſtance, and ſome- 
times Perſon, you contrive a Fallacy. The 
Church never profeſs'd three Hypoſtaſes in any 
other Senſe, but as they mean three Perſons ; 
nor would Sabellius have been cenſured for 
holding one Hypoſtaſis only, had He meant one 
Subſtance, If you have a mind to ſee clearly 
in what Senſe the Catholicks profeſs'd either 
three Hypoſtaſes, or one only, you may pleaſe 
to confult * Athanaſius and + Gregory Nazian- 
zen, referrd to in the Margin. _. 
The Truth is, the Church always profeſs'd 
one Subſtance ; one eternal, immutable, uncrea- 
ted Subſtance; and this they underſtood by, 
God. Notwithſtanding, They believed the Son, 
and Holy Spirit to be ſ1b/?antially God. Pra- 
xeas, Noetus, Sabellius, and others, not con— 
ceiving how one Subſtance could be more than 
one 1 65 + one Hppoſtaſis, innovated upon 
the Faith of the Church, and made one ſingic 
* Athanaſ. ad Antioch. p- 973. | 
T Greg. Nazianz. Orar. 22. p. 396. Orat. 32. p. 521, 


+ Origen expreſſes ibe Sabellian Notion, very diſti-&ly in 


the following Paſſage. 7 
. My dspiges TY de 7 NT 18 *g 36 * A e & 1 076 ET, 
d 2 Vor xe . elo ln 4 ,eτ, XA) TE £70646, 2 
xd L952 010 ai richie — 107. Orig. Com. in Joh, P 186. 
Ed. Huet. 2 . „ 
That is #0 ſay, The Sabellians 4id not outy male Father and 
Son one in Eſſence (as the Church did alſo) but they carried it 
ſo far as to make Them one Subject, Suppoſitum, cr Hypoltaſie, 
bqving only a nominal, not à real Diſtinction. | 


A 24 | Hypo. 
4 4 
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ſuppoſe but one God in all, more flatly con. 
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Hypoſtaſis the one God, with three Names. You Nr, 
tell us, with great Aſſurance, that this never ys. 
was, nor could be Sabellianiſm, (p. 109.) To Hut 
which I ſhall only ſay; Read, and you will Mad 
find. You add farther, that the one God ii 
one Perſon only, and the Father that Perſon; Hf a 
And that this is the Aſſertion of St. Paul. We Why : 
will ſee to St. Paul preſently ; in the mean ſer 


while, I again tell you, that this is the very Winc 


Eſſence of Sabelhaniſm, and the Doctrine of Wit! 
Paul of Samoſata (as hath been obſerved top a 
you above) and for which He was condemn {Wo 
by the Church. Your pretence from the Apo- Mud 
ſtle's Words, (To us there is but one God, even. 
the Father) has been ſufficiently anſwer'd un- No 
der the former Queries. I ſhall only obſerveWou 
here, that the Text mention d is much ſtronget He 


_ againſt the Doctor and your Self, than againſt far 


Us. For how can You, after ſo plain and ex-. ie 
preſs a Text to the contrary, pretend that then 
Son alſo is God to us, really and truly God 
and in the Scripture-Senſe of the word, God MW 
Whether, think you, do We, who make Him 
eſſentially the ſame God with that one, and 


tradict St. Paul; or You who make two Gods, 
and in the fame relatzyve Senſe, in which St. 
Paul is ſuppoſed to uſe the word, God? To take 
up your own Wotds, upon this very occaſion; 
You wh, J truſt, be aſhamed when you con. 


* e 376 eln, Orin, 6 In} alen Oils 6 malig. Athan. Cont: 
Apollinar. 1, 2, p. 942. 4h 


ſider 
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u Wir, that you plainly falſify St. Paul. He 
er ys, there is hut one God, even the Father: 


0 

ill Mid particularly, that the So is God alſo, God 
i: Ws. How come you off of this? By the help 
; fa Diſtinction, I ſuppoſe : And fo can We; 
e a Diſtinction much older, and much bet- 


nr warranted than Your's ; and therefore, be ſo 


ry Wind as either to take ſome part of the Shame 


of With us; or elſe to acquit Both. You proceed 


to p acquaint us, that the Father is the only true 
dg *. Very good: And do not the Doctor 


Dominion? Tf You can reconcile to true 


ve, with the Doctrine of that Text; ſure, 
er e need not deſpair, nor have any thing to 
nt War from that Text, who agree fo far with it 
A-. eady (more than You) as to acknowledge but 
he hne God. We can give a Reaſon why the Son 
d, {Was tacitely included, being ſo intimately united 
che Father, as partaker of the ſame divine 
in{Wature ; But that any Creature ſhould not be 
ndFicluded from being God, or that there ſhould 
n-Me two Gods, notwithſtanding the Text, muſt 
ds, Wpear very ſtrange, After this, you have two 


t three Subtilties. The Father, you ſay, will 
but a third Part. You might, in this way, 
vive all the Impertinencies of Aetius, and 


2 „ 


ut Vou ſay, there are more Gods than one; 


d You tell us, notwithſtanding, that the Son 
true God, having true divine Power and 


row them before Engliſs Readers. I refer 
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ſwer. Let me deſire you not to give fo great 
looſe to your Fancy, in divine Things: *. 


of Extenſion, and ſenſible Images. A revete 


Thoughts are infinitely unworthy. But to pr 
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you to * St. Auſtin in the Margin, for an 


leem to conſider every thing under the Noti 


rial Silence may well become Us in fo awful 
Subject, in which Imagination has nothing 
do, and of which our molt refined and elevat 


ceed: You add, If Father, Son, and Hol- 
are the only true God, then they are the Fatlhe 1 
But if the % true God, may be ſfomctin} > 
uſed in a perſonal, ſometimes in an eſſen he 
Senſe, there is no force in this Reaſoninifiſ+ ; 
I might retort the Argument upon You, wii: 
in your way of concciving God by extend a; 
Parts, apply the Phraſe of one God, ſom ha 
times to one Part, ſometimes to another, at h 
ſometimes to the whole, almoſt in the f ſaulihhc 
manner, as We do to One, or to all the thin 
Perſons : But I am weary of trifſing. can 
|. * Puras Deum Patrem cum Filio & Spiritu Santo uuum De 
eſſe non polle : Times enim ne Pater Solus non fit unus Deus, 30 
pars Unius Dei qui conſtat ex Tribus: Noli timere, nulla ſit p 
tium in Deitatis unitate diviſio. In Trinitate -- quæ Deus eſt An 
Pater Deus eſt, & Filius Deus eſt, & Spititus Sauctus Deus e, 
Simul! Hi tres unus Deus: nec hujus Trinitatis pars eſt unus, 0 f 
major pars duo quam unus eſt ibi, nec majus aliquid ſunt omi 
quam ſinguli: quia Spiritualis non Corporalis eſt magoitud ta 
Aug. Contr, Maxim. l. 2. c. 10. p. 697, 698. pe 1d 
Pater & Filius & Spiritus Sanctus; & propter individu. , 
Deitatem Unus Deus eſt, propter uniuſcujuſque proprietat Jul 
tres fperſone ſunt, & propter lingulorum Per fectionem Par bel 
unius Dei non ſunt. Id. ibid. p. 699. | 
| + E.G. God exiſfls, God is in Heaven aboves God is , 
Earth below. The word God here, (upon the Doctor's Hypo 40 


tis of infinite extenſion) bas three ſeveral Ideas annex d 10 


„ 


You ask me, wherein the preſent Schola- 
ick Notion diſagrees with the Sabellian? I 
inſyer, in admitting three real ſubſiſting Per- 


ns. But ſince you are ſo often charging us 
erich Sabellianiſin, it may be proper to obſerve 
ul ere, how near akin the Sabellians and Arians 


re to each other; Both, as it were, growing 

f the ſame Stock. „ 

1. In the firſt Place, Both ſeem to ſuppoſe or 

ake for granted, that if the modus, or manner, 

e unintelligible, the Thing it ſelf is incredible. 
2. Both agree in the fundamental Principle 

f Hereſy, that one Subſtance, or Being, can 


ie only one real Perſon, or Hypoſtaſis. As 
þ eftorius and Eutyches, tho' taking different 
4 


ays, yet proceeded upon the ſame Bottom, 


hriſt : So Sabellius and Arius, before Them, 
ho differing in the laſt reſult, yet ſet out up- 
on the ſame Principle; That two real Perſons 


cannot be one Being or ee . 
a 3. In Conſequence of their prime Poſition, 
5 | 


and the Holy-Ghoſt from the One true God- 
lead; looking upon it as Triuheiſin to make 
the Perſons real, and divine too. One Hypo- 
us in the Godhead is all that either of Them 


uſtly obſerves, in that reſpect: And the Sa. 
lellian s Tęi ue, (or God with three Names) 


T 057 ac atyes Texdrvpgr vu, EU. Osella get 
1 A). Greg. Nyfl. Contr, Eunom. p. 676. 
; anſwers 
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Whit two Natures could not make one Perſon in 


oth conſpire to diſcard, in reality, the Son 


admits; both Judaizng, as * cee Nyfen 
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anſwers to the Arian's Apι⁶nα ?., Self exiſter puny 
or Unbegotten God. Thus far they amicahj 
agree; let us next obſerve where They differ. 
 Suppoſing Them fix'd and ſettled in the pt 
liminary Principle, it is manifeſt that the V 
and Hpirit muſt either be Names only, or, 
real diſtinct Perſons, Creatures. The Sabel 
lians were at liberty to chuſe this, or that 
But, finding Scripture run high, and Traditiot 
ſtrong for the Divinity of the Mord and Hoh 
Spirit, They made choice of the former; i 
rerpreting Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, as di 
ferent Names of one and the ſame Hypoſtaſs 
or real Perſon. By this, they effectually guard 
ed againſt the ſuppos'd Tritheiſin of the Ci 
tholicks, as well as againſt Pagan Polytheiſm 
and, being wiſe Men ſo far, ſecured the Poi 
which They aim d at. The Arians, who cam 
after (and who, as I before ſaid, ſer out upo 
the ſame preliminary Principles) finding tha 
the Sabellian Confuſion of Perſons had beet 
utterly routed, baffled, and exploded by a 
Rape Carholicks, had really no Option left 
bur either to make the Son and Holy-Spin 
Creatures, or to give up their Preliminari 
Accordingly, They took the way which th 
Sabellians had left Them; and were very un 
happy in this particular, that, endeavoring tt 
avoid one kind of Tritheiſm, They fell int 
n 5 
The Arian Scheme, beſides it's failing in it! 
principal Deſign of avoiding PolyrhAſm, ha 


man 
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any real and great Difficulties; being as well 
00 hzgh for ſome Texts, as too /ow for others; 

hich the Catholicks, or Sabellians can much 
etter deal with. Hence, I ſuppoſe, it was, that 


e Unitarians, at the Beginning of the Re- 


brmation, having modeſtly begun with * Aria- 
in, for the moſt part ſettled into Socinia- 
en, which is near to JSabe/haniſm : And our 


neliſh Unztarians, who for acuteneſs of Wit 


nd ſubtilty of Thought have not been infe- 


jor to any of their Brethren, have been ſtill 
efining upon the Socinian Scheme (which had 
ruck upon Ditheiſin, in like manner as the 
ian had upon Tritheiſin) and have brought 


en have run their Courſe from Orthodoxy to 


rom thence to Sabellianiſin; if They will but 
ive themſelves leave to reflect and look back, 
They may perhaps perceive, at length, that 
atholiciſm, is the only Scriptural, as well as 
he Antient Scheme; liable to the feweſt Dif- 
culties, and beſt guarded againſt Objections. 


ians, learned and unlearned, have, for as man 

enturies upward as we have any clear Re- 
ords extant, eſpouſed it. It is an eaſy mat- 
er for Men of Wit and Fancy to find fault with 
ny Thing: But it requires Thought and Judg- 
ent to ſettle Things upon their true Bottom. 


Let Thoſe who are diſpleaſed with the received 


* Socin, Contr» Eraſm. Johan. p. 496. 


Doctrine, 


t ſtill nearer to Sabellianiſin. After all, when 


frianiſm, from Arianiſin to Socinianiſm, and 


t is therefore no wonder that the Bulk of Chri- 
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Doctrine, ſhow us a Better; and make any oth; 
conſiſtent Scheme ( conſiſtent with Seriptur 
and with it Self) if They can. Wile and gog 
Men will be always willing to Reform, if then 
be Cauſe for it: But they will not be forwar 
to pull down what appears to be founded on; 
Rock, in order only to build upon the San 
It is ſome Satisfaction to the 7rmtarians t 
obſerve, how long ſome great Wits have bee 
 _new-modelling Chriſtianity ; and have not ye 
been able to agree in any one certain Schem 
The Ariaus fall upon the Sabelhans, and th 
Sabellians again upon Them: One defends th 
Perſonality, and the other the Divinity of thi 
Ac ., or Word, and cannot yet be brouph 
to any Agreement. * Betwixt Them, the Prin 
ciples of the Catholick Church arc ſupported 
and They condemn each other, in the very 
Things which the Church condemns in Batt 
If I may give a Judgment of the two Schemes 
the Sabeliian appears to be the nearer of th 
Two, and moſt conſiſtent with itſelf : The Aru 
is more pious and modeſt, tender of degradin 
the Son of God too far. As Men grow bold in. 
and more learned in Hereſy, They will, ve c| 
probably, be drawing nearer and nearer to thor 
Sabelljans. Two of the ableſt and acuteſt Me li. 
of the later Unitarians (one Here, the orheiill 
Abroad) have preferr'd the d abellian way: Auou 


* Utreque Hoſtis Eccleſiæ res Eccleſiæ agit: Dum Sabell 
Deum ex natura in operibus prædicat; Hi vero, ex Sacramel! 
Fidei, Filium Dei confitentur. Hi“. p. 919, b 
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They have given Proofs of their Learning, 
have they ſufficiently ſhown their Boldne/s 
0, by treating ſo ſublime and tremendous a 
bject, in the way of Scoff and Ridicule. To 
turn: You are pleaſed to ſay, that you have 
er for Dr. Clarke s Notion not being 
bellian, and have proved that it is not Tri- 
ciſtick. But give me leave to ſay, that you 
e deceived in Both: The Ground is dabe/- 
n, and the Superſtructure Tritheiſtict; and, 
e whole contrived in ſuch a way, as to hang 
ofely together. EE - 
It is obvious, at firſt ſight, that the true Arian 
Semi-Arian Scheme (which you would be 
ought to come up to at leaſt) can never 
lerably ſupport it ſelf, without taking in the 
tholick Principle of a Human Soul to join 
th the Word. If you come thus far, it will 
en be caſy to perceive that the Sabellian 
heme is the ſimpler and plainer ; beſides that 
better anſwers the ig Things ſpoken of the 
ord ; in reſpect of which your Scheme is as 
uch too /ow, as before too b7gh. But then a- 
in, the Arguments for the diſtinct perſonality 

the ord and Holy Spirit, bear ſo full and 
tong, that there will appear a Neceſſity for 
king in another Catholic Principle; and Thar 
ll compleatly anſwer all. And why then 
ould not the Catholic Doctrine (ſo ap- 
wently neceſſary to make Scripture conſiſtent) 
admitted > The Caſe, in few words, appears 
be only this. You cannot underſtand how 
Three 
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Three can be One; you ſee no reaſon, a pri 
why, if the Son and Holy Spirit be Co-eval x 
Conſlibſtantial, They ſhould not be Col 
nate too; you know not Why the Father mig 
not as well be ſaid to be begotten, as to beg 
to be ſent, as to ſend, or the like. Very trug 
But you may ſee a Reaſon, a priori, why Cre 
tures, of yeſterday, may not be able to ſear 
the Jeep Things of God: You may know ha 
well it becomes Them to ſubmit their Fancie 
or Preſumptions, to divine Revelation; conte 
to ſee through 4 Glaſs darkly, till the Ti 
come to know God more perfectly, and to 
Him as He is. This may be a ſufficient 4 
ſwer to a pious and humble Mind, in all Caſ 
of this Nature; where the difficulty is owin 
only to our imperfect and inadequate Conc 
tion of Things. 55 — 
I was obliged to paſs over ſome Remat 
you had in your Notes , for the ſake of M 
thod: But ir will not be too late to conſid 
Them here. I had made no uſe of oh. 10. 
(I and my Father are one) but you had 
mind to bring it in, to let us know how we 
you could anſwer it, from the primitive W 
ters. Tam always willing to defend thoſe goo 
Men, and to reſcue Them out of the Hands 
Thoſe, who either knowingly, or ignorant! 
abuſe Them. You begin thus, Triumphant! 
The Defenders of the Scholaſtick Explicati 
of the Trinity in Unity, tho They pretel 


* Pag. 106, 
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much that the moſt Antient Writers of the 
Church are on their fide, yet, in expreſſing 
their Notion of the Unity in the divine Per- 
ons, They do not only leave Scripture and Rea- 
om, but plainly run againſt the whole Stream 
of Antiquity 42%. The Text on which they ſo 
uch rely (Joh. 10. zo.) 7s underſtood by Ter- 
ullian Himſelf of the Unity of Love, and 
onſent, and Power. You go on to cite Ter- 
tullan, and others, from Dr. Clarke. But; 
Vriters in a Cauſe, are very often kriown to 
epreſent Things by halves. You ſhall ſee, 
preſeritly, what little Reaſon you have to talk 
f the whole Stream of Antiquity. The Text, 
hich you ſpeak of, has all along been made 
uſe of by the Catholichs, in two Reſpects; firſt; 
n Proof of our Lord's real Divinity, againſt as 
many as denied it; and ſecondly, in Proof of 
is real Diſtinction from the Father, againſt 
he Noetians or Sabellians. There was very 
tle occaſion to inſiſt much upon Unity 
f Subſtance, with thoſe who had carried 
Unity of Subſtance ſo high, as to make one 
poſtaſts. It might be ſufficient, in diſpute 
vith thoſe Men to obſerve that That Text 
lid by no means prove an Identity of Per- 
n, unlets Paul and Apollos were one Per- 
on, Which is abſurd. Whatever the Text 
ight otherwiſe prove; it certainly did not 
rove, what the Sabellians pretended, an 
nity of Perſon. This the Poſt-Nicene Fa- 
hers frequently obſerve, againſt the Savel/ians 
B b 5 (as 
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againſt the Impigners 


For your clearer Apprehenſion of this Matter, 
Two diſtin& Columns 
the Sentiments of the primitive Writers, on this 


* Againſt Impugners of Chriſt's s 


I ſhall ſet down, * in 


Divinity. 


TEK TULLIAN, 

Nunquam ſeparatus a Patre 
aut Alius a Patre, quia ego & Pa- 
ter unum ſiimus. adv. Prax. c. 8. 
Qu FresUnum ſunt, non Unus, 
quomodo dictum eſt, Ego & Pa- 
ter Unum ſumus. Ad Subſtantiz 
Unitatem, non ad numer! Sin— 
gularitatem. Adv. Prax. c. 25. 


No vATIAA. 

Quod i, cum nullius Hominis 
Hæc vox eſſe poſſet, Ego & Pa- 
ter num ſumus, hanc vocem de 
Conſcientia Divinitatis Chriſtus } 
Solus edicit — merito Deus 
eſt Chtiſtus, c. 13. 

Si Homo tantummodo Chri- 
ſtus, quid eit quod dicit, Ego & 
Pater unum ſumus, Si non & 
Deus eſt, & Filius, qui idcirco 
unum poteſ! dici, dum ex Ipſfo 
eſt, & dum Filius ejus eſt, & 
dum ex ipſo naſcitur, & dum 
ex ipſo proceſſi {ſe reperitur, per 
quod & Deus ell. c. 23. 


ORIGEN. 
Aex)lov 5 x 095 7YT0, ors &Tep 
vevonxy a 0 Ks Aros 75, Ela % £ 0 ahne 


Ev e &y 4 7 2 * | 
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(as the Ante-Nicene had done before) though, 
at the ſame time, That Text might be of 900d 
uſe againſt the Arians; as it had been all along 


of Chriſt's Divinity 


Againſt Sabellians. 


TER TULLIAN. 


Patris obſequitur. 
Jungit, adv, Prax. C. 22. 


NovATTAN. 


Societatis Concordiam, non U- 
| nitatem Perſonæ ſonat —meti- 
to unum fit Pater & Filius per 


per dilectionem — Novit hanc 
cancordie Unitatem & Apoſto- 


dinctione — 24 plantat & qui 
rigat unum ſunt. Quis autem 


pollo, alterum Paulum, non e 
undem atque ipſum Apollo b. 
riter & Paulum. C. Zz. 


ORTIGEN. 
Dy val ee. a a Anbei as 5, 
4 deten, ne 9 75 bas 


A 
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2 
PEA dr &y 7 TH 0peano ig, Nl. 
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Unum dicit neutrali verbo, 
quod non pertinet ad Singulati- ö 
tatem ſed ad Uniratem, ad Con- 
junctionem, ad Dilectionem 
Patris, qui Filium diligit, & ad 
obſequium Filii, qui Voluntati 
Unum ſu-| 
mus, dicens, quos æquat & 


Quia dixit anum, intelligant] 
kleretici quia non dixerit al | 
Unum enim neutraliter poſitum 


concordiam, & per amorem, & 
Ius Paulus cum Perſonarum di- 


non intelligat alterum eſſe 4+ 
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Head; that you may perceive how They de. MW 9 
fended ſuch an Unity as we maintain, at the Ci 
ſame Time that they ſtrenuouſly oppoſed the fit 
Sabellians. I ſhall make particular Remarks up. A 
on the Authors, ſingly, as I paſs along; and at Ned 
terwards throw in ſome gencral Obſervations. an 
To begin with Tertullian: You will obſerve, a 
that He interprets the Text expreſly of Unity th 
of Subſtance, in one Citation: And He is tobe 
be ſo underſtood in the other, had you but 00 
thought how to conſtrue Unitatem, as you >0 
fhould have done. I ſuppoſe, Unity of Love, Ml 0 
Conſent „ and Power may very well follow, It 
after ſo good a Foundation laid for it. Tertu.WM 
lan elſewhere * intimates the ſtrict and inviolable in: 
Harmony of the three Perſons, reſolving 1 it into be 
Unity of Subſtance. un 
Novatian is your next 3 vou may an 
pleaſe to obſerve, how abſurd He thinks it let 
would have been for any mere Man to hae C 
ſaid, I and my Father are one. And why ſo! I. 
Might not there be Unity of Will, Conſent, ¶ ch. 
Authority, between God and Man? Undoubt- 0 
edly there might. Well then; Novatian did th. 
conceive the Tat to ſpeak of Unity, of Love, Ml 
Ks. but Equality of Nature preſuppoſed: Fot 3 


even Paul and Apollos were not of a different 
Nature; one was as truly Man, as the other: 


And ſo, if Chriſt was truly God, as well as the I ch 
Father, He might ſay, I and my Father are Je. 


* Tam conſortibus Subſtantiæ Patris. Contr, Prax, c. 3: 
. : ONE. 
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one. This is * plainly Novatiar's Senſe, in the 
Citations of the firſt Column; and it is very con- 
fiſtent with the other, in the oppoſite Column. 
All That Unity of Conſent, Love, &c. is found- 
ed upon, and reſolves into Unity of Subſtance 
and Principle, according to this Writer. 

Origen comes next. I have fet againſt Him 
a Paſſage of Dionyſius of Rome, who quotes 
the Text in Confirmation of what He had juſt 
before ſaid, that we ought not by any means 
to undervalue the ſuper-eminent Dignity of the 
Son, by ſuppoſing Him a Creature. As to 
Origen particularly, it is to be conſidered, that, 
if He had reſolved the Unity of Godhead, in 
that Paſſage, into Unity of Continue, mention- 
ing no other; ; yet no certain Argument could 
be drawn from thence, that He held no other ; 
my more than from the Paſſages of Novatian 
and Tertullian before cited. Had They been 
left angle, They had been liable to the ſame 
Charge; and yet it ſeems merely accidental that 
They were not. Authors do not always ſpcak_ 
their whole Thoughts upon a particular occa- 
ion; but are content only to ſay as much as 
the occaſion requires. Origen was guarding 


| azainſt the Sabellian abuſe of the Text, and 


his Thoughts were turned to That chiefly. 
However, in That very place, He made ſo 
much Uſe of the Text, as from thence to infer, 
that Father and Son are one God, and one Ob- 
ſect of Worſhip ; which, to any one who is 

* Compare a paſſage of Novatian, cited above, p. 36. 
b 3 acquainte 
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acquainted with Origen's Principles in That 
Book, muſt appear to denote the divine and 
wncreated Nature of the Son; and conſequent: 
ly a ſubſtantial Unity betwixt Him and the 
Father: Beſides, that this is farther intimated, 
in the Paſſage cited, by the Words, anwyacus 
Þ 90215, and Xapgurioeg & aigeaotws, Which 
ſeem to have been added to qualify the former; 
and hardly pertinent but on ſome ſuch Sup. 
poſition. To confirm which, pleaſc to compare 


Origen with Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria | 


his 8 on the ſame Ten, and you'll find 
Them very nearly the ſame; which is ſufficient 


to acquit Origen of any Suſpicion of Arianiz: | 


ing, in this Point. 
I come next to Hippolytus, who has but 


lately appear d, and whom neither the Doctor 


nor You have took notice of. He argues, againſt 
the Sabellians, in the very fame way with Ter. 
rullian, Novatian, and Origen: But then, in 
the other Citation oppoſitely placed, He clear. 
ly reſolves the Unity of the Godhead into 
Unity of Subſtance and Principle. But beſides 
this, it deſcrves your ſpecial Notice, That while 
He ſpeaks of Unity of Vill, and Concord (ad- 
mitting a kind of Parallel between the Union 


of Chriſtians, and the Union of God and Chriſt) 


He 1 ſignifies how infinitely more perfect 
the latter is; reſolving it into this, that the 
Son is the „e res, the Living and Subſtantial 
Mind, or Thought of the Father. This then 
is the Caſe: There is an Unity of Co 

an 
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and Harmonious Love, founded upon Unity of 
Subſtance : And the words, I and my Father 
are one, Expreſs both the Unity it (ſelf, and 
the Foundation of it. Faul and Apollos were 
one in Heart and Will, in fuch Meaſure and 
Degree as They were capable of: And fo God 
and Chriſt are one likewiſe; but by an Union 
infinitely more perfect, and upon an infinitely 
higher Foundation. You need not be told, that 
0 often ſignifies not an ex Equality, 
but a general Shnilitude: * The Remark is juſt 3 
and, as it is at other times urged againſt us, fo 
kt me here claim the Benefit of it. 

I have added to the Number, Two Pb. Ni 
ene Writers, Epiphanius and the elder Cyril ; 
which are enough to ſhew that the ſame way 
of reaſoning againſt the Sabellians (which pre- 
railed before the Nzcene-Conncil) obtain'd like- 
wiſe afterwards, Some arc apt to triumph ex- 
tremely, if They can but find any the leaſt 
Difference between the Aunte-Nicenè and Poſt- 
Nirene Writers. If there Be but a Text or Two 
differently interpreted, a ſolemn Remark is 
made upon it ; and ſometimes a trifling Note of 
lome obſcure Scholiaſt, or any Imaginary Dif: 
ference (having no Foundation but the MHriters 
Ignorance, or Negligence in comparing) is im- 
proved into an Argument of Change of Do- 
drine; and Athanaſs aniſm is made the Name 
for what has been conſtantly held in the CHri. 
ſtian Church. If there be occaſion to ſpeak of 


* Vid, Athanaſ, Orat, 3. p 572. = 
b b 4 the | 8 
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the Things ſecmingly Derogatory to the Honour 
of the Son (his being Subordmate ; his refer. 
ring all Things to the Father, as Head, Roit, 
Fountain, Cauſe; his executing the Father's Wil, 

and the like) or of a real Diſtinction between 
Father and Son (as their being dd arg He, dug 
Res, or one of them, «pw ire, that is, per. 
ſonally diſtin from the other) then only Ante. 


Nicene Fathers arc quoted; as if the Poſt- Nicene 


did not teach the very ſame Doctrine: But if + 
ny thing, which ſeems to make more for the Ho. 
nour of the Son, be mention'd (as His being 1. 
created, eternal, one God with the Father, Cres: 
tor of all Things, and the like) this is to be re- 
preſented as the Doctrine of the Poſ?-Nicene Fa. 
thers only; tho' nothing is more evident than 


that They varied not a Tittle, in any material 
Point of Doctrine, from their Predeceſſors; but 


only preſerved, as became Them, with an up. 
right Zeal, the true Faith of Chriſt, WHICH Was 
once deliverd to the Saints. 

Io return. It is needleſs almoſt, to take no. 
tice of other Teſtimonies: Thoſe in the Mar 
gin are ſufficient to ſhew the true and con- 
ſtant Senſe of the Chriſtian Church. The 


* Doctor quotes Baſil and 9 from, as ſay- 
ing Father and Son were One, 7" Swapuy : And, 


leſt the Reader ſhould underſtand x. a thoſe 
Fathers meant by 7 du,, He cuts Chry: 
 foſtom ſhort ; whoſe words immediately follow- 
ing (4 9 93 * dba i 1 aut , CLICK 6 % 1 S 
"0 3 


ſney 


ll 


edv. of ſome QUERIES 369 


new that He meant by de not the ſame 
Authority, but the ſame inhercnt, eſſential, on- 
nipotent Power. | 

Athenagoras's d uud may be rightly inter- 
preted by Hippolytus before cited; or by Chry- 
ſoſtom; or by Himſelf, in ſeveral Places where 
He is clear for the Conſubſtantiality. Tuſtin 
Martyr's Sentiments have been explain'd a- 
bove; and the Council of Antioch's Expreſſion 
(71 cuuPavie) is vindicated by * Hilary; who 


I 


o Himſelf may be readily underſtood by ſuch as 
remember how the primitive Fathers held the 
4. Holy Ghoſt to be, as it were, Vinculum Tri- 


nitatis, and ſometimes Amor Patris & Fils 
a the Son Himſelf is alſo tiled Charitas ex 


in WM Coaritate, by f Origen. Theſe Things I can 
al WM only hint to the intelligent Reader, having al- 
ur ready exceeded the Bounds of a Digreſſion. 
's 

as 


QUERY XXIV. 


0. ether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to deter- 
ar WM ine the diſpute betwixt Us; ſmce it obliged 
n. 7he Doctor to confeſs that Chriſt is by Na- 
he ture truly God, as truly as Man is by Nature 
* truly Man. 

d, He equivocates, indeed, there, as uſual. For, 
ll He will have it to ſignify that Chriſt is 
„Cod by Nature, only as having, by that 
. Nature which He derives from the Fa. 
4 The Pag. 1170. 1171. 4 Pamph. Apol. p. 235. Ed. Bened. 


: Reply, p. 81. | 
vl | ther, 
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ther, true divine Power and Dominion 
That is, He is truly God by Nature, i 
having a Nature diſtinet from, and inferiqr 
to God's, wanting f the moſt eſſential Cha. 
rater of God, delf-exiſtence. What is this 
but trifling with Words, and playing faſt and 
looſe ? T 


IN Anſwer hereto, you begin: Will the 
Queriſt inſiſt upon it, that the Son cannot 

be God by Nature, unleſs He be Selfex: 
;ftent ? And you proceed: I can aſſure Him, 
the learnedeſt, even of his own Friends, ar: 
aſhamed of this; and there are few ſo hardy, 
As direttly to affirm it. But, have a little Pa 
tience, and Ill endeavour to make you caly, 
Where were your Thoughts? Where were your 
Eyes? Either I am ſtrangely miſtaken, or the 
Line, which offended you ſo grievouſly, was 
ſcored underneath; and pag. 92 of the Doctors 
Reply referrd to, as you find now: And my 
charging the Doctor with playing faſt aul 
boſe, immediately after, might have been: 
ſufficient Intimation of my meaning. Whether 
I think the Son Selfexiſtent or no, is not no) 
the Queſtion, I took hold of the Doctor's Ex 
preſſion, charg'd Him with faſt and looſe, that 
is, ſaying and unſaying, contradicting Himſelt 
If JelFexiſtence be the moſt eſſential Charatte 
of God, it ſecms to me to follow, that the dy 
who by the Doctor's Confeſſion wants that Chu 


7 Reply, p. 92. 
oe rate 
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ifer, cannot be truly and by Nature God, any 
ore than any thing can be truly and by Na. 
ire Man, without che eſſential Charatfer of Man. 
to my own part; I never pretend that Se 
wiſterce is an eſſential Character of God: You 
ght have conſider that we deny it abſolutely ; 
jc ſuppoſe it * negative and relative, and call it 
| perſonal Character. Neceſſary-exiſience is an 
ſeatial Character, and belongs cqually to Fa. 
fer and Son: If That be what you mean by 
i Exiſtence, then That alſo bclongs to Both, 
plain your ſelf, and deal not fo much in 22 
guons Terms, which we have juſt Reaſon to 
omplain of. The Doctor knows how Se/f-ex- 
ent, by Cuſtom, ſounds among common Rea- 
rs; and that denying the Son to be Self-ex- 
mt, may be thought by many the ſame Thing 
ith denying Him to be God. Had He pleaſed, 
his Tranſlations of d e, and elſcwhere, 
d ſay oftner unbegotten or und-rived, inſtead of 
fexiſtent, it would have been kind towards 
s Readers, and perhaps as kind to Himſelf: 
or it will be always thought as much beneath a 
ve Writer to take the poor Advantage of an 
vocal Word, as it is a diſparagement to any 
uſe to be ſerved by it. But to proceed. 

You wanted, it ſeems, to bring in a parcel 


_ — 9 0 


Sicut — ſecundum Subſtantiam aio, Homo eſt, ſic ſecun- 
m Subſtantiam nego, cum dico, non-homo eit, &c. Relative 
tem negamus dicendo non-filius: relative igitur negamus di- 
ndo non-genitus, Ingenitus porro, quid eſt nifi 200-7enttus ? 
quod autem relative pronuntiatur, non indicat Suòſtantiam. 
g. de Trin. J. 5. c. 6. 
of 
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of Quotations, which you might as well hay 
referr d to only, where They * lie, and ma 
be ſeen to greater Advantage. Whatever thy 
are, They contradict not me; nor are They: 
all pertinent to the Buſineſs of the Query. M 
Deſign was to ſhew, at once, the Doctor's In 
conſiſtency with Scripture, and with Himſelf 
Both which are intimated in the Query. It wi 
your part to defend Him, as fairly as you could 
The Doctor, I obſerved, was obliged from Ca 
4. 8. to confeſs that the Son is by Nature trul 
God. From thence I infer, that His Schemt 
cannot ſtand with that Text; being an cxprelf 
Contradiction to it. You inſiſt upon it notwit 
ſtanding, that the Son may be by Nature trul 
God, agreeable to the Text, and conſiſtent witk 
the Doctors Principles. This then is the ſol 
Point between us, to be here diſcuſsd. | 
Lou have, you ſay, proved, that in Si 
ture there are different and. ſubordinate Ar 
ceptations of the word, God. Truc, you hay 
proved that Men have been called Gods ; an 
Idols Gods; the Devil is alſo a God, (2 C 
4. 4.) and the Be/ly a God. But, I think, K 
Paul hath ſufficiently intimated, ( Cor. S. 5,6. 
that the Son is not to be reckon'd among ti 
Nominal Gods; beſides that you your Sely 
confeſs it. If He be God at all, He is a 7 
one: And now I want to ſee what Scriptut 
Warrants, or permits us to profeſs Two 7e 
and true Gods. You ſay, the Son is God 


Script. Dor. p. 306, &c. alias 273, &c. = 
1 | Fri, 


truly, and properly, and by Nature, in the 
ſcripture Senſe of the Word, God, (p. 110.) 
Then, ſay I, He muſt be the ſame with the one 
ypreme God, becauſe there is but One. If He 
truly fo, He is the fame with the only true 
God; if properly fo, his Subſtance is properly 
dine; if % Nature fo, He has the ſame Na- 
re with the one God. Yet I very well know 
hat you intend riothing like it : Only, from 
the concutring Language of Scripture and Anti- 
quity, you find it neceſſary to ſay as we ſay: 
Und arc afterwards to rack and ſtrain Invention, 
o find out ſome ſubtile and ſurprizing Meaning 
br it. What may we not do with any Writings 
In the World at this Rate, ſo long as Words 
re capable of being preſsd and tortured into 
Iivcrſe Meanings? But let us go on, to ſce how 
Jou account for the Son's being God by Na- 
we, F divine Power and Dominion be 
rived and exercisd partially, temporarily, 
rin certain Emergencies only, it makes the 
Perſons to be, and to be ſtiled Gods; not by 
ature, but by Grace. Your Notion of Do- 
nion making God to be God, has been ſuffi- 
cently expoſed in the former Parts. I need 
ly ask here, what was God before the Crea- 
res were made ? Or did He then commence 
od, by Nature, when He created the Uni- 
erſe, and began to have Dominion over it? 
Ihe Doctor appears to be in the utmoſt per- 
lexity, how to account for the Son's being 
led God, 7oh. 1. 1. He is forced to quit his 

Notion 
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Notion of Dominion. * Somctimes it is becauſ 
He was in Aceh Org after the Creation, and 
j ſometimes becauſe He was YPartaker of divin 
Power and Glory (He knew not how to {i 
Dominion) et the Creation: And ſometime, 
4 METH H P Gro Seoryr &. SO that NOW We 
have the Doctor's own Authority for contra 
dicting Him, if He tells us again, that the 
Word, God, is akvays a Word of Office. When 
He was conſidering the Son as God before the 
Creation, He ſhould have Thought a little far 
ther, that the Father was then Alſo God, and 
ſhould have told us, in what Senſe He was (0 
Bur to proceed: Give me leave to obſerve hen 
that the Son is God, not by Nature, but h 
Grace, in Conſequence of your own Principles 
Being a Creature, and finite, He can excrcil 


the djvine Power and Dominion no othervil 


than partially; and ſince He did not exercil 
the divine Power and Dominion to the utmoll 
before his Reſurrection, He exercisd it only i 

certain E mergencies 3 and ſince the Exerc 
began then, and is to end after the Day © 
Judgment, it is barely Temporary: And lo, bj 
your own Characters you make Him God 
by Grace, like Angels, Magiſtrates, and Pri 
phets; Only his Dominion is larger, and for 
longer period of Time: This is your God“ 


Nature. But you are very excuſable, for no 
doing what is ridiculous , at firſt ſight, vc 


Script. Doctr. p. 73. Ed. 2d. Script. Doctr. p. 249 
Ed. 2d. I Script. Doctr. p. 73. 


0 
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ſo much as to pretend to. For how ſhould the 
n be God by Nature, upon your Principles, 
when the Father Himſelf, whatever his Meta- 
phyſical Nature may be (which the * Doctor 
allows not to come into Conſideration) is Go 
by Office only; might not have been God at 
all, if He had pleaſed to make no Creatures 
and may ccaſe to be God, in the SCripeure- 
ſenſe of the word, whenever He will, by let- 
ting all Things drop into their primitive No- 
thing. Now unleſs Nature and Office ſignify 
the ſame, it is not eaſy to conceive, upon the 
Doctor's Principles, how any Perſon can be 
God, by Nature, at all. You ſay, if the di- 
vine Powers and Dominion be derived to, 
and exerciſed by a Nature, Perſon, or intelli- 
gent Subſtance, UNIVERSALLY, (Which is im- 
poſſible to ſuppoſe in a finite Creature) PER- 
MANENTLY, ( which is contrary to your own 
duppoſition of a Kingdom which is to have an 
end) UNALTERABLY, (tho' an Alteration is 
preſumed in reſpect of the Son, and might be 
luppoſed even in reſpect of the Father Himſelf ;) 
If theſe Things be ſo; that is, if Contradictions 
be true, what then? Then ſuch a Being, or 
Perſon, is God by Nature, &. And this 
you give us as e true meaning of Gal. 4. n. 
put, I hope, we ſhall have more reſpect for 
mn inſpired Apoſtle than to Father any ſuch 
meaning upon Him. For the true Senſe and 
Import of it, I refer you to the Learned Gen- 


* Script. Doctr. p. 243. 296. alias 210. 263. Reply, p. 3or. 
True Script. Doctr. continued, p. 73, ec. tleman, 
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tlemari, who has ſo well defended this Text 
againſt Dr. Clarke. You add, Had not the 
Scriptures this Senſe of the word, God, Thy 
could not be intelligible or reconcilable (5. 113. 
But are you well aſſured that you underſtand 
Whatever is intelligible or reconcilable ? The 
Metaphyſical Definition „you ſay, cannot be 
The only Scripture-Senſe of the Term, Gol, 
| You allow then that it may be the Princijul, 
tho' not the Only Scripture-Senſe ; which I am 


glad to hear from you. The Learned Dottr - 
will not admit the Metaphyſical Senſe to be. 
* ever the Scripture-Senſe of the Term, Golf . 
The Metaphyſical Senſe, He expreſly ſays, i a 
never intended; but the conſtant uſage fil | 
Scripture is different. The Word, God, "ey , 
Scripture, is ALwavys a relative Word 
Office : Which tho the Doctor has no Proof off a 
nor Ground for, nor is Himſelf well ſatisficd in; a 
yet He knew why He ſaid it, having very gol , 
prudential Reafons for it. For, if the Met , 
phyſical Senſe be ever intended, when the word " 
8 is ſpoken of the Father, no good Realot 4 
can be aſſignd why it ſhould not be ſo wa 
when ſpoken of the ſame Perſon : And if thi T 
be the current and moſt uſual Senſe of the wort tc 


God, in Scripture, we ſhall have a fair handi 
to prove that it was intended in the ſame Senſe 
when ſpoken, in ſuch and ſuch Circumſtance 
of the Son: Or, at leaſt, the Doctor will hav 


little or no Pretence left, upon his Principle! 


7 


4 Script. Doctr. p. 296. Reply, p. 119. 290. 
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for ſaying that the Son is ru, and properly, 


bod. You obſerve, that the Metaphyſical 
Definition of one Self-exiſtent, underiued, in- 
pendent, ſupreme Being, would exclude tlie 
Jon, who is derived. This is the Sum of your 
Argument, and clearer than you have pur ir. 


Bur I muſt obſerve to you, that this Defmtion, 
or ſomething like it, hath long paſſed current 
with Men who believed a 7rmty of divine 
Perſons, and were never apprehenſive of any 
ſuch Conſequence as you would draw from it. 


divine Nature, ab/frat7ing from the Conſidera- 
tion of the d/Zinf/zon of Perſons, which is the 
uſual Method that the School-men, and others 
have taken; and There the Words ſelf exiſtent, 


perſonal, bur eſſential Characters. Neceſſarily- 
exiſting, uncreated, immutable, all-ſuffictent, are 
what They mean, in that Definition: Other- 
wiſe it is a Definition of the Perſon of the Father 
only, ſingly conſider d. But if inſtead of Meta- 


corrected by Goſpel Revelation) we chuſe to 


1 ©* the Margin, will be more full and compleat. 


Deus eſt Eſſentia Spiritualis, intelligens, verax, hona, pura, 
juſta, miſericors, liberrima, immenſæ potentiz, & ſapientiæ, 
Pater æternus qui Filium Imaginem ſuam ab æterno genuit, & 
kilius Imago Patris Co-zterna, & Spiritus Sanctus procedens a 
Patre & Filio. Meland. Loc. Theolog. de Deo. 


It is properly a Definition of the 20 Odo, the 


underived, independent, are not conſidered as 


phyſicks (which muſt always be content to ſtand 


take our Definition of God from Scripture 
Then that of Melancthon, which I have put in- 
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Q v E R Y XXV. 


Ilhether it be not clear from all the genuine 
Remains of Antiquity, that the Catholic 
Church, before the Council of Nice, and 
even from the Beginning, did believe the 
Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son; 
if either the oldeſt Creeds, as interpreted 
by thoſe that recite Them; or the Teſt 
monies of the earlieſt Writers, or the pub- 
lick Cenſures paſs d upon Hereticks, or par- 
ticular Paſſages of the Antienteſt Father, 
can amount to a proof of a Thing of this 
Nature? 


K 7 OU tell me, in Anſwer, that it is mt 


clear that the Ante-Nicene Church prof 


feſsd the Notion of IN DIVIDV aL Conſubſtat 
ziality: That the Objector cannot produce one 
{mgle Paſſage in all Catholick Ante-Nicene An 
tiquity, which proves an INDIVIDUAL o 
NuUMERICAL Conſubſtantiality, in the thre 


divine Perſons. This Anſwer is ſcarce becom. 


ing the Gravity of a Man, or the Sincerity ol 
a Chriſtian, in ſo ſerious and weighty an Ar 
gument. Did I ſpeak of Individual Conſub 


{tantialiry ; or, if Thad, could I mean it in yout 
Senſe: Jask, whether the Fathers believed thi 


Three Perſons to be one Subftance ; and de 
affirm that They did, aniverſally. You An 
ſwer, that They did not aſſert the Three Per 

ſon 
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ſons to be one Perſon ; which is the conſtant 
Senſe you make of Individual. And here, you 
would make a ſhow as if the Oczetor had been 
miſtaken, and as if you contradicted Him : 
when all reſolves into a trifling Equivocation, 
and you really contradict Him not ar all. That 
preſent Scholaſtick Notion, as you call it, of 
three Perſons being one Perſon, Hypoſtajis, 
or Suppoſitum, is no where preſent, that I 
know of, amongſt any that own a Trinity: 
Neither is it the Scholaſtich Notion ; as any 
Man may fee, that will but look into the 
S$chool-men, and read with any Judgment. Ju- 
drvidual has been generally own d, but not in 
your Senſe; and Numerical too, but in a Senſe 
very different from what you pretend to oppoſe 
nl it in: And therefore, to be plain with you; 
„ this way of proceeding, in an important Con- 
a roverſy, is neither fair towards your Adver- 
faries, nor ſiucerè towards the Readers; bur, at 
beſt, is only ſolemn Trifling. You know, or 
you know little in this Controverſy, that all the 
Fathers, almoſt to a Man, either expreſly or 
mWinplicicely, aſſerted the Conſub/fantiality of 
' 0itic Son with the Father. Call it Individual, 
or call it Specifick ; that is not now the Que- 
tion, They unanimouſly maintain d that the 
Son was not of any created, or mutable Sub- 
tance, but ſtrictly Divine; and ſo cloſely 
and nearly allied to the Father's Perſon (in 
a myſterious way above Comprehenſion) that 
the Subſtance of the Son might be juſtly called 
Cc 2 the 
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ferior Subſtance, differing intirely in kind from 
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of the Bleſſed Trinity, we have the Univerli 
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the Fathers Subſtance, Both being One. And 


this is all that ever any ſober Catholick meant © 
by Individual, or Numerical; as J have often” 
obſerved. 5 | 

Is nor this ſufficient to urge againſt Dr. 0 
Clarke and You, who make the Son of an . 


the Father's ; in ſhort, a Creature, tho yo 
care not to ſpeak it in broad Terms? This i 
what you have not ſo much as one Cathy 


lick Poſt-Nicene, or Ante-Nicene Writer t f 
countenance you plainly in. The main of you. 
Doctrine, the very Points wherein your Scheme 5 
is contain'd, and on which it turns, and whicliM-* 
diſtinguiſh you from the preſent Orthodoy 5 
ſtand condemn'd by all Antiquity. Do yo 
imagine, all This is to be turn'd off, only bi” 
equivocating upon the word, Numerical; q A 
by throwing out the Term Sc/holaſtick, to mak fi 
weak Perſons believe, that we have borrow: 15 
our Doctrine from the dchool men only? No 10 
We know, and you may know, if you pleat 2 
to examine, that, as to the main of ourDoctri 1 


Church, as high as any Records reach, cot 
curring with us. To Them we appeal, 
well as to the Scriptures ; that, together wil 
Scripture, we may be the more ſecure that 
follow the true Interpretation. I need not? 
on to prove that the primitive Writers aſſert 
the Conſubſtantiality, becauſe you have 1 
denicd it in the Senſe I intended ; and inde 

coul 
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could not. Your ſlipping a Word upon us, 
and ſliding oft ro another Point, may be taken 
for a Confeſſion and Acknowledgment, that 
the Query was juſt ; and ſhould have been an- 
werd in the Affirmative, could your Cauſe 
have ſubſiſted, after ſo large and frank a Confeſ- 
fon. As 7oCreeds, you lay, none of the I hree 
firſt Centuries expreſs the Queriſt's Notion : mean- 
ing your own Notion of Individual, which is 
not the Queriſt's. What follows (9. 118.) is 
ſtill purſuing the ſame Miſtake. Since you have 
told us, that there is no Proof of Individual 
Conſubſtantiality (that is, of perſonal Identity, 
1s you underſtand it, and in which Senſe no 
Body oppoſes you) it would have been fair and 
ingenuous to have ownd that the Fathers did 
unanimouſly hold a Confubſtantiality, in ſome 
Senſe or other. If not Numerical, or Indivi- 
tial in the ſtricteſt Senſe, was it, think you, 
ec ek? Yer, if fo, it will follow that all 
the Fathers were directly oppoſite to the Doctor 
and Xou; and condemnd your Notion of the 
Jon's being Inferior in Rind, Nature, S$::6- 
ance, & c. Specifick Unity implies Equality 
of Nature; as two Men, ſpecifically one with 
„eich other, are in Nature equal; and fo, any 
other two Things of the ſame ſort and Find. 


\ . . Sp 
50 This Notion, if it were what the Fathers 
en held, You might charge with Tritheiſin: And, 


t the fame Time, You mult give Them all up, 
5 no way favourable to your Hypotheſis. But 
the Fathers conſtantly took care to ſignify 
CES that 
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that they did not mean that the Perſons were 
ſpecifieally one, like three Human Perſons, hav- 
ing a ſeparate Exiſtence independent of each 
other: Nor would They allow Three Suns, 
which would be ſpecifically one, to be a pro- 
per or ſuitable Illuſtration; but the Rays of the 
tame Sun, the Streams of the ſame Fountain, 
and the like; all to intimate a much cloſer Tie, 
a more ſubſtantial Union than Specifick a. 


mounts to. The Perſons, the Hypoſtaſes, were 


Three; and yet wa Subſtantia, as Tertullian 
expreſſes it, in all. 
| You would perſwade us (finding J ſup- 


poſe that either ſpeczfick or individual Con- 


ſubſtantiality would be equally againſt you) I 
ſay, you would perſwade us, that it was ſome 


Oratorical and Figurative Conſubſtantiality, 


which the Fathers meant. This I apprehend 
from what you drop in Page 121, where you 
expreſly apply this new Solution to the diffi 
culty ariſing from Ougenos in the Nicene— 
Creed, I will not ſuffer the Enghſp Reader 
to go away with this groundleſs Notion, inſtead 
of a juſt Anſwer. Such as know any thing of 
Antiquity, do not want to have ſuch Pretences 
confuted: Such as do not, may pleaſe to take 
along with Them theſe following Conſidera- 
clons. 

r. The Doctrine of the Conſub/tantiality ap- 
pears to have been a conſtant ſettled Thing; 4 
ſort of ruled Caſe, running thro' all in genc:al 
Strange, that They ſhould all NOR © a 

at- 
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Matter of Faith, of ſo great Weight and Impor- 
tance; and that we ſhould not meet with fo 
much as one grave ſober Writer, to {trip the 
Matrer of all Flouriſh and Varniſh, and to tell 
us the naked Truth. 

2. It is to be obſerved that the Notion does 
not occur only in popular Harangues, but in 
dry Debates; chiefly in Controverly with He— 
reticks, where it concern'd the Catholicks to 
ſpeak accurately and properly, and ro deliver 
their Sentiments very diſtinctly. 

3. This is farther confirmd from the Ob- 


jections made by Heretichs to the Catholick 


Doctrine. There were Two ſtanding Objections 

made by Hereticks to the Catholic Doctrine: 
One was, that it inferr d a Diviſion of the Fa- 
ther's Subſtance: The other that it was 777 
theiſin. We find Footſteps of the former, as 
early as 2 Juſtin Martyr. We meet with it in 
b Tertullian, as urged by Praxeas. c Tatian 
and 4 Theophilus Both allude to it. © Sabellius 
was full of it; and it was afterwards, one of 
the chiefeſt Pretences of Arms ; as may ap- 


| pear from his own Letters, beſides many f other 


Evidences. Now, what Colour or Pretence 
could there have been for the Objection, had 
not the Catholicks profeſs'd a proper Commu- 
nication of the ſame Subſtance 2 Need we be 

a Dial. p. 183. 373. Jeb. See Bull D. F. p. 66, 67. and p.33. 


b Contr, Prax. c. 8. c Tat. p. 21. Ed. Worth, 
d Theoph. 1. 2. p. 129. 


e Alexand. apud Theod. E. H. I. 1. c. 4. p.17. Athanaſ. p.942. 


C 4 told 
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told that Angels and Archangels, or any created 
Beings were derived from God without an 
Abſciſſion from, or Diviſion of, his Subſtance ? 
Or could it ever enter into any Man's Head to 
make ſo weak an Objection to the Catholick 
Doctrine, unleſs a proper Conſubſtantiality had 
been taught by Them? Yet rhis was the prin- 
cipal, the ſtanding Pretence for, and Support 
of, Herely for near 200 Years together. 

The other was Trithciſmm ; objected all along 
by the Sabelliams, and "afterwards (tho more 
ſparingly ) by the Arians. What kind of Tj: 
theiſm the Saellians meant (Tritheiſm in the 
higheſt and ſtricteſt Senſe) appears, not only 
from the former Objection about the Avi 
of the Farher's Subſtagce, but alſo, from the 
way they took to ſolve the Difficulty : Namely, 
by making Farher, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt one 
and the fame 7ypoſtajrs, as well as one H 
ſtance ; and their thinking it nat beneath the 
Father Himſelf to have ſubmitted to Paſſion 
This makes it extremely probable that rhe 
Church, at that Time, believ'd the three Perſons 
to be Conſubſtantial i in a proper, not Figurativt, 
Senſe; in Conſequence whereof, it was pretend: 
ed that there would be three Gods; in like 
manner as three Human Perſons, of the ſame 
ſpecifick Nature, are three Men. 

4. What puts this farther beyond all reaſon 
able doubt, is the Method which the Cath- 
licks took to anſwer the Two fore-mention'd 
Objections. As to That about W F 

ith 
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Subſtance : They never tell the Hereticks, that 
there was no manner of Ground or Colour for 
the Objection: They never ſay, that the ſame 
difficulty would lic againſt God's creating An- 
gels, or Archangels, or any other Creature ; 
15 They might, and ſhould have done, had 
They been of Dr. Clarke's Principies, or of 
Your's. No: * They only deny any Drui/ion 
or Diminution of the Father's Subſtance, and 
illuſtrate, as well as They are able, ſo ſublime 
e Myſtery, by one Lg kindling, as it were, 
. tom Another; by the Sun and its Rays ; by 
je antain and Streams; Stock and Branch : 
y {Will Inſtances of the fame ſpeciick Nature, and 
| anſwering i in ſome Circumſtances, tho 'defe- 
dive in others. One would not deſire a fuller 


„ Had clearer Teſtimony, that thoſe, or the like 
ne NViilitudes were intended to ſignify the ſame 
-ich a proper Conſubſtautiulity, than we meet 


rich in Dionyſius of Alexandria x. 

Then, for their Anſwers to the Charge of 
W1itheiſm, as underſtood by the Sabellians, 
ow caſy would it have been for Them to 
ave told the Objectors, that They did nor 
ke the word God in che ſtrict Senſe ; chat 
Voſes and other mortal Men had been called 
ods; that They believed the Son to be no 


* Juſt. M. Dial. p.183.373- Tat. p. 21,22. Athenag. p. 40. 
6. Origen. Pamph. Apol. Tertull. Apol. c. 21. adv. Frax. c.8. 
hcopnoſt. apud Athanaſ. Vol. 1. p. 230. Hippolyt. Contr. 
"ver. c. 11. p. 13. Dionyſ. A Reſp. ad Quzlt. . 

T See Bull. D. F. p. 120. 

+ Apud Athanaſ. de Seutent. Dipnyſ. den p. 2555 256, 


more 
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more than a Creature, tho the moſt perfect of 
all Creatures; and that the Sabellians did Them 
a very great and manifeſt Injury, to imagine 
otherwiſe of Them. This would, this muſ 
have been their Anſwer to the Charge of Ti. 
zheiſm as underſtood by the Objectors ; had 
They not otherwiſe learned Chriſt. Inſtead 
of this, They appear to be very ſenſible o 
che juſt Weight and Importance of the Obje. 
ction. They mult ſecure the Divinity of the 
Son, and yer preſerve the Unity too. They 
have recourſe to Unity of Subſtance (even 3. 
gainſt Thoſe who made one Subſtance to ſignify 
one Hypoſtaſis) as Tertullian frequently does 
in his Diſpute with Praxeas : And notwith- 
{tanding that the Sabellians had, if J may ſo 
ſpeak, carried the Son's Divinity too high, iu 
ſomuch as to make Him the very ſame ys 
ſtaſis with the Father; yet the utmoſt that the 
Catholicks could be brought to ſay, in Degri 
dation of Him, was only this; that He was 
ſubordinate as a Son; equal in every reſpec, 
bur as a Son can be equal to a Father; inferio 
in point of Original (the Father being Head 
and Fountain of all) bur {till of the ſame Nx 
ture, Power, Subſtance, and Perfections; ſub 
ſiſting in, and from the Father, inſeparably and 
conſtantly, always andevery where ; and there: 
fore one God with Him. And if any Perſon 
tho' in the Warmth of Diſpute, did but happe 
to drop any doubtful Expreſſions, tending an 
way to leſſen rhe Dignity of the Son, or 9 

| l 
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but ſuſpected to do ſo; the Alarm was ſoon 
taken, and it awaken'd the Jealouſy of the Ca- 
tholicks : who could not bear any Appearance 
of it. This was remarkably ſeen, in the fa- 
mous Caſe of Dionyſius, Biſhop of Alexandria, 
Fixry Years before the riſe of Ars, and is re- 
corded by Athanaſms in his Works. 

F. To this we may add, that while the Sa- 
lian Controverſy was on Foot (which was 
at leaſt 100 Years, and could never have laſted 


ey long, had the Carholicks been of any other 
. rinciples, than Thoſe which J here maintain) 
iff fy, while this was on Foot, how caſy would 


It have been for the Catholicks to have pinch'd 
hem cloſe, and to have preſs'd Them with 
variety of Arguments, more than They did, 
Wd They been of your Principles, or of Dr. 
larke's? The Father is eternal, but the Son 
ot ſo; the Father is ommmiſcient, but the Son 
gnorant of the Day of Judgment; the Father 
S ommi potent, but the Powers of the Son finite 
and limited; in a word, the Father is Creator, but 
he Son a Creature; and therefore They cannot 


de One and the ſame Hypoſtaſis, or Suppoſitum. 
Nhis Argument had been irrefragable, and could 


ot have failed of being urged and preſs d Home, 
y Men of ſuch acute Parts, as Tertullian, 
ren, Hippolytus, and Others, had it been 


ſonWontiſtent with Catholich Principles; or had 

peu They not believed, that the Son was Conſlib- 

au ential, in the proper Senſe, enjoying all the 

" ſential Perfections of the Father, in common 
l 


ith Him, 3. It 
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one of theſe, ſingly almoſt, would be ſufficient 
for the Proof of a ww Conſubſtantiality, as 


But all together, and taken with the other Par- 
ticulars before mention'd, They make ſo ful, 
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6. It would be endleſs almoſt to proceed in 
this Argument: The reſt J ſhall throw into x 
narrower Compals, and only give Hints for your 
leiſure Thoughts to inquire into. The {tri} 


Senſe which the Antients had of the word G 


as ſignifying Sub/tance, and applying it to the 
Son, in the tame Senſe ; their admitting but one 


Subſtance to be ſtrictly Divine, and their utter 


Abhorrence of any inferior Deities ; their ap- 
propriating Worſhip to the one true God, and 
worſhipping the Son notwirhſtanding ; their 
unanimous Belief of the Son's being eternal, 
uncreated, oimmipotent, and of his being Creator, 
Preſerver, and Suſtainer of the Univerſe : Any 


aſſerted by the Ante- Niceus Catholick Writers: 


ſo clear, ſo ample a Demonſtration of a Matter 
of Fact, that a Man muſt be of a very peculiar 
Conſtitution, who, after having well canſider- 
cd the Evidences, can make the leaſt doubt or 
ſcruple of it. And this I hope may be ſuft 
cient in anſwer to your Pretence of an Orats- 
rical or Figurative Conſubſtantiality ; a Pee. 
rence, which you lay down with an unuſual 
Diffidence; and without ſo much as one Res- 
ſon, or Authority, to ſupport it. 

Ir being evident, from what hath been ſai, 
that it was a proper, not figurative, Conſub: 
ſtantiality, which the Ante-Nicenę Fathers ir 

violab)y 
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violably maintain d: This is all Tam concern d 
for. As to the queſtion, whether it ſhall be cal- 
led Specrfick, or Numerical, Jam in no pain a- 
Ir 7 

about it. Neither of the Names exactly ſuits it; 
For perhaps any other we can think on. It is 
ſuch a Conſub/tantiality as preſerves the Unity, 
without deſtroying the diſtin Perſonality ; 


8 ſuch as neither Sabelliuus nor Arians would 
5 come into, but the Catholrcks maintain d, with 


equal Vigour, againſt Both. It is a Medium to 
. Wl preſerve the Priority of the Father, and withal 
dhe Drvinity, the eſſential Divinity, of 907 
and Holy Ghoſt: In a word; it is the ſober, 


middle way, between the Extravogancies of 
Both Extremes. 


g Qu ER XXVI. 


1“ hether the Doc lor did not equivocate or 
e revaricate ſtrangely, in ſaying, * The 
Generality of Writers before the Council 
of Nice, were, in the whole, clearly on his 
Side: When it is manifeſt, They were, in 
. %. general, no farther on his Side, than 
the allowing a Subordination amounts to ; 
no farther than our own Church is on his 


a Kade, white in the main Points of Diffe- 


rence, The ETexxnitY and CONSUBSTAN- 
TIALITY, They are clearly againſt Hin? 


id, That is, They were on his Side, ſo far as 
© Anſwer to Dr. Wells, Pag. 28. 

we 
bly * 
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you promiſe before-hand, will be made further 


have not plainly, nor at all determin d againl 
Son, the Points in Queſtion; and there 
the contrary, the Ante-Nzcene Writers, in 


as to the main of his Doctrine, wherein Ht 


390 A DEFENSE Qu. XXVI 


we acknowledge Him to be right, but m 
farther. 


Defence of the Doctor, you appeal to his 
very numerous, and, as you ſay, plain Quo- 
tations from the antient Authors. And this, 


evident to all learned and unprejudic d Per 
ſons, as ſoon as Dr. J/hitby's Obſervations on 
Biſhop Bull's Defenſ. Fid. Nic. appear in th 
World. As to the Doctor's pretended plan 
Quotations, from the antient Authors, The 


the Co-eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the 
forc can do the Doctor no Service : Bur, on 
general, have determin d plainiy againſt Him 


differs from us. In aſſerting which, I ſay nc 
more than the great Athanaſius told the 
Arians long ago, and it is Fact, that all tne 
Writers before Them, of any Repute or Judg 
ment, were directly againſt Them. * We 
64 give you Demonſtration, ſays He, that out 
Doctrine has been handed down to us fro 
Fathers to Fathers. Bur You, Ye Revivet 
« of Judaiſm and Diſciples of Caiphas, what 
* Writers can you bring to Father your Tenets 
Not a Man can you name, of any repute fol 
Senſe or Judgment. All to a Man are again 


* Athanaſ, de Decret. Syn. Nic. p. 233. 
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« you, c. To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks St. Au- 
in, in a ſtudied Diſcourſe, which may be tup- 
poſed to contain his cooleſt and molt ſerious 
Thoughts. * All the Catholick Interpreters 
& of the Old or New Teſtament, that 1 could 
&read, who have wrote before me on the 
Trinity, which is God, intended to teach, 
© conformable to Scripture, that Father, Son, 
and Holy-Ghoſt do, by the inſeparable 
Equality of one and the ſame Subſtance, 
© make up the Unity divine. Here you 
may obſerve the Summ of the + Catholick 
Doctrine. The ſame Homogeneous Subſtance ; 
and Inſeparability. The firſt makes each Hy- 
poſtaſis, res divina; the laſt makes all to be 
ma Subſtantia, una Simma res, one wund;- 
vided, or individual, or numerical Subſtance ; 
one God. This is the Antient Catholic Do- 
arine; and, I think, of the Schools too; tho? 
the Schoot-men have perplex'd it with innumera- 
le Subtilties. Hilary expreſſes it briefly thus. 
* Omnes, quos legere potui, qui ante me Scripſerunt de Tri- 


nitate, quz eſt Deus, divinorum librorum Veterum & Novorum 
atholici Tractatores hoc intenderunt ſecundum Scripturas doce- 


4 


We te, quod Pater, & Filius, & Spiritus Sanctus, Unius ejnſdemgue 
ou! / antie inſeparabili æqualitate divinam inſinuent Unitatem. 
. lug, Trin. I. 1. c. 3. p. 753+ | Gig 
ro T 1 ſhall add another Paſſage of St. Auſtin, to explain bis 
vet en ſe more clearly. | 

hat Irinitas propter Trinitatem Perſonarum, & Unus Deus prop- 


ter inſeparabilem Divinitatem, ſicut nus Omnipotens propter 
Inſeparabilem Omni potentiam. Ita ut etiam cum de ſingulis 
uetitur, unuſquiſque eorum & Deus & Omniporens ele reſpou- 
lcatur; cum vero de omnibus ſimul, non Tres Dii, vel Tres 
Unnipotentes, ſed unus Deus Omnipotens: Tanta ineſt in Tri— 
bus inſeparabilis Unitas, quæ fic ſe Voluit prædicari. Auguſt. 
nn. De. inen. Naturæ 
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Nature indiſſimilis atque inſeparabilis Uni, 
This, I ſay, is the Doctrine; Confute it, if yg 
pleaſe, or if you can: In the mean while ho- 
ever, let us honeſtly own the Fact. Butt 
proceed. . | 
There were many Writings extant in th 
Times of Athanaſius and Auſtin, which ha 
not come down to us; and therefore Heir I. 
ſtimonies, in the Caſe, are of the greater Fore, 
I might mention other Catholichs, about th 
time, who appealed to Antiquity, with all th 
Aſſurance and Freedom imaginable. Bur th 
molt remarkable Inſtance to our purpoſe is, th; 
when in the Time of Theodoſius, the Aria 
were preſs d by the Catholichs in Diſpute, an 
fairly challeng'd to refer the Matter in Contr 
verſy to the concurring Judgment of the W 
ters before Them, and to put it upon that Iſſid 
the Arians declined it, and durſt not abidet 
Trial. See the Story at large, in * Joc 
and + Sozomen. So dull were the Cathal 
at that Time, nay, ſo unthinking were t 
Arians too, that They could not perceive, wh 
is now ſo clear to the Doctor; that the yell 
rality of Writers, "_ the Council of Nic 
were on the Arian fide : But one Party Vv 
confident, and the other ſuſpected, at le: 
that the contrary was true. 
But I need not take this zudirect way 
confuting the Doctor's Aſſertion; tho it attor 
us a very ſtrong Preſumption, and is of ml 


* Lib: $610. 7: Lid. 760 Ih. 
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greater Weight and Authority than the ſingle 
judgment of any of the Moderns : Many of 
the Ante-Nicene Writings, by the good Pro- 
| vidence of God, are yet extant, and can ſpeak 
for Themſelves; Beſides that the incomparable 
biſhop Bull has unanſwerably defended Them, 
and vindicated Them from all ſuch Exceptions 
as appeared to have any Shadow of Truth or 
Probability in Them. To ſhow you how lit- 
tle Reaſon the Doctor, or your Self, hath to 
boaſt of the Ante-Nzicene Writers, as favourable 
to your Cauſe, I ſhall here ſer down ſeveral 
Poſitions, in which the Doctor and You run 
manifeſtly counter to the whole Stream of 
Antiquity. | | 
1. That the Son is not Conſubſtantial with 
God the Father. You are directly oppoſite to 
all Antiquity in This your leading Poſition, on 
which the reſt hang, and on which the Con- 
troverſy turns. This is very clear from the 
Teſtimonies collected by Biſhop Bull, and from 
what additional Obſervations J have made un- 
cr the laſt Query. . 2 
2. That the Son is not Co-eternal with the 
father. Conſubſtantiality implies Cec-eternzty: 
eſides that the afore-mention'd learned Prelate 
as given us numerous direct Teſtimonies for 
t from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, above Twenty 
them; not one of any Note plainly contra- 
ting Them. Theſe two main Points being 
etermin'd againſt you, the reſt are of leſs Mo- 
dent. Ver I cannot find that the Antients 
8 D d agreed 
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agreed with you in your other inferior Poſiti. 
ons, which you bring in as under-props to 
your Scheme. 
3. That, God, is a relative Word, Ss and 
Se ſiemfying not Subſtance but Dominion, 
and Authority. This is directly“ contrary to 
all Catholick Antiquity, a very few Inſtances 
excepted. 
g. That God the Father only was God of 
Abraham, Iſaac, and facob. This Poſition I 
have ſhown to be contrary to the Sentiments 
of the Ante-Nzcene Writers, 
5. That the Titles of one, only, &c. are excli- 
ſive of the Son. This alſo I have ſhown, in 
theſe Papers, to be directly contrary to the 
Judgment of the Antients. 
6. That the Son had not diſtinct worſhi 
paid Him till after his Reſurrection. This, 
in the Senſe wherein you underſtand it, is not 


true; nor agreeable to the Sentiments of the 
Antient Church. 


* Fee Fiddes, Vol. 1. p. 375. &c. and what ] have obſerv'd 
above, p. 85. Nothing more common than Norns for divine Na- 
ture (as er3ewmary; alſo for the Human) in Eccleſi aſt ical Wris 
ters. I ſhall point to @ A only out of many. 
Melito apud Cav. Hiſt. Lit. Vol. 2. p. 33. Grabe Spicileg, 
Vol. 2. p. 245. Hippolyt. Vol. 1. p. 226. Vol. 2. p. 24. Origen 
Contr. Celſ. p. 342. 404. Cyrill. Hieroſol. Catech. i1, p. 14% 
Cyril. Alex. Theſaur. p. 23 2. Dial. 1. de Trin. p. 405. Damalc 
de Orth. Fid. 1.3. c. 11. 35 

N. B. There is, in ſtriqtueſs, ſume difference between . Yiu 
and horn, (tho the latter is often uſed for the former) fuch 
nearly as between Concrete, aud Abſtract; but ſtill horys refer 
z0 Nature and Subſtance (as ©z%; alſo generally does) not Do 
minion. Abſtract Names of Subſtances are not very comme 
indeed. (See Lock. H. U. l. 3. c. 3.) but bere there was « 


neceſſity for it. 7. That 


Qu. XXVI. of ſome QUERIES. 395 


7. That Father and Son (or any two Perſons) 
ought not to be called one God. | have referr'd 
to the Ante Nicene Writers, who ſo called 
Them, more than once. Some of the Teltimo- 
nies may be ſeen at large in Dr. þ:4des. 

8. That the Title of God, in Scripture, in an 
abſolute Conſtruction, aways ſignifies the Fa- 
ther. Directly contrary to the Stream of Anti- 
quity ; as may appear, beſides other Arguments, 
from their Application of Scripture Texts, of 
the Old Teſtament, in which God is ſpoken of 
abſolutely, to rhe Son. 

9. That an Inferior God may be admitied be- 
fides the Supreme, and Worſhip paid to Both. 
Nothing can ſtrike more ar the very Funda- 
mentals of Religion than this Poſition, in the 
D hudgment of the Antients in general. _ 
18 10. That the Son is not efficient Canſe of the 
t Univerſe, and of all created Beings. This I 
he uke to be contrary to all the Antients. See 
the Teſtimonies above *. 

11. That the Son Himſelf is made or created, 
This neither You nor the Doctor admit in 
Terms ; but in reality, and in other words, 
you Both do; as hath been ſhown. This Po- 
Ition is flatly contrary to the Doctrine of the 
intients. The Teſtimonies have been referr'd 
0 above. There are other Particulars, which 


| {uo may at preſent forget, or which may leſs de- 
e notice. Theſe are enough to ſhow that 
0 


he Doctor's Pretences to the Ante-Nzcent Fa- 


iers, are groundleſs. 1 
Qu. 11. Dd > What 
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What then has the Doctor to plead for Him- 
ſelf, and for his ſo great Aſſurance in this Par- 


alſo the Po/?-Nicene) Fathers allowed a Subor- 
dination; which is very true, but not at all 
pertinent; nor can any Conſequence be cer. 
tainly drawn from it, in favour of the Doctors 
Hypotheſis ; which He himſelf ſeems to be a- 
ware of, as I have remark d above *. Another 
Thing is, that the Ante-Niceue Writers, ſome 
of Them, ſpoke of a Temporal Generation by | 
the Vill of the Father, which I have accounted MF : 
for in my former Pages. And a third Thing 
is, that the gencraliry of the Antients, when 
They ſpeak of God abſolutely, ordinarily mean 
the Father, and They diſtinguiſh His Perſon MI ! 
by ſome eminent Titles, and peculiar Apella- 
tions; which may be eaſily accounted for. Ml © 
Can theſe Three Conſiderations, or if there M £ 
be more ſuch, be ground ſufficient for the Do- f 
ctor to ſay, that the generality of the Ante- Nu 
Nicene Writers are clearly on his fide, when f 
They expreſly contradict Him in ſo many Par-W t. 
ticulars as J have mention d; ſeveral of Them d 


ſſentials of His Hypotheſis? The moſt that t) 


in Truth can, or in Juſtice ought to be ſaid, is: 
that, in ſome Particulars, They /eexz to fi-. P 
vour Him; but could not really mean it; uniels} 1c 
They notoriouſly contradicted Themſelves. T 


The very utmoſt which the moſt ſanguine Man 77 
of your ſide ſhould hope for, is, that the Fa- PA 
thers may be found Contradicory ro one ano ©0 


* Pag. 300. ther in 
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ther, or to Themſelves, in order to null their 
Evidence. If They are conſiſtent, They are 
our's certainly. And this Difference there is 
plainly between us, and you: That, as to your 


Principles, tlie Fathers are expreſs, clear, and 
full againſt Them; no Poſſibility of reconciling 


Them together: As to our's, They are no 
where directly and expreſly againſt us. If They 


are at all againſt us, it is only znairecily, and 


muſt be made out by Inference, Deduction, 


and remote Conſequences, neither clear, nor 


certain. They may be reconciled ro our Pyin- 
ciples, to Themſelves, and to one Another : 
But as to any conſiſtent Agreement with your's, 
it is utterly impracticable. 

Nou ſuppoſing the Doctor ever ſo ſtrongly 
to believe that the Ante-Nicens Writers, in 
general, held Principles which neceſſarily in- 
fer and imply his Concluſion; yet we inſiſt 
upon it, that They ought not to be judged of 
from any obſcure, diſputable Conſequences which 
the Doctor draws for Them, againſt what They 
drew for Themſelves. If we once take the Liber- 


ty of denominating, ſorting, or ranking of Men 


with any ſide, not according to what Themſelves, 


perhaps rightly, profeſs d, but according to what 


ſome imagins, in Reaſon and good Conlequence, 
They ought to have profeſs d, we may call Pro- 
tetants, Papiſts; Arminians, Calviniſts; Ortho- 
dax, Heretichs; and what not. There are ſome 
common Principles which all Mankind agree 
in; and the ſeveral Differences and Diſtinctions 

| Dd 3 amonglt 
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Points of Difference between Us and the Doctor) 
it is plain and obyious to common Senſe, that 


is not now the Queſtion) and as clearly againſt 


fince ſeen the Light; and I am therefore obliged 
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amongſt them ariſe only from their drawin 
Conſequences differently; and it is this that 
gives Them their particular and ſpecial Deno- 
mination. Now fince it 1s evident and viſible, 
as the Light, that the Arte-Nzene Writers did | 
not own the Conſequences which the Doctor 

makes for them, but expreſly and clearly re- 
jected them; conſtantly affirming the Eternity 
and Conſubſtantiality of the Son, (the very 


the Doctor has no juſt Claim or Title to Them, 
but that We have: They were, inthe main Points, 
clearly on our ſide (conſiſtent, or not conſiſtent, 


Him. It is to no purpoſe to plead, in this 
Caſe, that Premzſes only are of any Weight, | 
and that Concluſions always ſtand for nothing, 
This may be allowed in Argumentation; but 
not in determining on what ſide any Perſon, or 
any Body of Men were in this particular Que- 
ſtion; whether ſuch Concluſions follow from 
ſuch Premiſes. In this, the Ante-Nzcene Wri- 
ters were direc ll, and plamly, Anti- Arian ; and 
therefore it is a great Abuſe of Language, 
and as great an Injury to Them and to the 
Truth, for the Doctor to ſay that They were, 
in the whole, clearly on his fide. „„ 

But you had promiſed the World great Mat- 
ters from a Book of Dr. Fh:tby's, which has 


to ſay ſomething to it, tho' otherwiſe I fhould 
- moch 
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much rather wave it; becauſe it is wrote only 
to Scholars, with whom it can do no harm; 
and becaule, I believe, you are ſenſible, before 
this Time, how uncautious a Thing it is to pro- 
miſe in the Dark; and to be Sponſor for ano- 
ther's Performance, ſo long before hand. Dr. 
IWhitby is one that has done good Service to 
the Church, and to the learned World ; and 


one would be willing to throw a Veil over his 


late miſconduct in this Controverſy, did nor 
the imprudent Triumphs of others oblige us 
to take ſome notice of it. But let us come to 
the Point: I ſhall ſhow you, in ſome ſhort 
Strictures upon the Performance, how little you 
are to hope for from it; and how far it comes 
ſhort of Expectation. IIl divide what I have 

to ſay into two Kinds of Obſervations. 


1. Upon general Fallacies, running thro the 
whole Book. 

2, Upon particular Defects, Miſquotations, 
Miſconſtructions, Miſrepreſentations, & 

His principal, and moſt general Fallacy, is his 
making Eſſence and Perſon to ſignify the fame. 
One individual or numerical Eſſence, He every 
where interprets to a dJavelzan Senſe ; under- 
ſtanding by it one individual Hypoſtaſts, or 
real Perſon. And this ridiculous Senſe He fixes 
upon * All that now paſs for Orthodox; and, 
I think too, upon the generality of Thote wha 
have been reputed Catholicks down from the 


: Prof, 32 
Dd 4 Council 
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Council of Nice: For He * charges Athanaſius 
Himſelf with it; who has been generally look d 
upon as the Standard of Orthodoxy, in this 
Article. The Charge is weak, and groundleſs, 
and more eſpecially in regard to Biſhop Bull; 
who is b known to Les decelar'd Himſelf againſt 
it, as frequently, as ſtrongly, and as fully, as 
it was pollible for a Man to do. The learned 
Examiner, tho' © He ſeems to have known 
this, is forced to 4 pretend Ignorance, to give 
the better Colour to what He was going about. 
For, otherwiſe, who would not, at firſt ſight, 
obſerve the peculiar Extravagancy of the Un- 
dertaking, to confute Biſhop Bull, only by 
ſhowing that the Biſhop has not proved what 
He never intended to prove, nor ſo much as 
believed, but rejected as heartily as the learned 


fixaminer Himſelf can do. However, ſince 


this was, in a manner, neceſſary, that the learn- 
ed Examiner might appear at leaſt to have 
ſomething to ſay, all due Allowances are to be 

made for it. Let us now obſerve how, in the 


a Pract, p34 J 

b I ſhall here only cite one Paſſage of Biſhop Bull, ſpeaking 
of Sandius; whoſe Steps Dr. Whitby has too cloſely follow'd. 

Auctor ille, ubique in Libro ſuo illud pro certo & rato habet 
Homouſianorum, quos vocat, & Sabellianorum de Filio Dei Sen- 
tentiam prorſus eandem eſſe. Quo nthil a vero remotius eſt; 
Siquidem ſupra clare oſtendimus, Neminem Dei Filium Patti 
®wegmer poſſe dicere, niſi abſurde admodum & improprie, qui 

cum Sabellio ſentiat. D, F. N. p. 148. | | | 

See alſo D. P. p. 230. Animady. in Gilb. Clerke, p. 1004. 

c See Modeſt, Diſquiſit. p. 107. where he charges Biſhop Bull 
with holding a Specifick Unity; and Pref. p. 31. | 

d Præf. p. 31, e 8 ar 
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Entrance, He is pleaſed to ſtate rhe genera] 
Queſtion, 

« Whether All rhe Ante-Nicene Fathers 
profeſs d the very ſame Doctrine which Ve 
© aſcribe to the Nicene Council; That is, whe- 
ther All acknowledged the ſame Numerical 
« Eſſence of the Father to have been communi- 
« cated to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, and that 
therefore Both are one God in Number with 
| © the Father. 

See how many Guards He has put in; as it 
were Conſcious of what He had taken in hand, 
and fearing leſt otherwiſe there ſhould nor be 
left Him ſtrength ſufficient to ſecure a hand- 
ſome Retreat. He does not ſay, the Genera- 
ty of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, but Al; fo. 
that if there happens to be but one Exception, 
ce He may ſtill be ſafe and ſecure. Next, He does 
n- not ſay the Doctrine of the Nicene Council, 
ve but which Ve aſcribe to that Council: Now, 
be who can tell what //e He means? Perhaps 
he Wl Himſelf and Two or Three more. Then again, 
ſame Eſſence will not ſerve, but it muſt be the 
ſme numerical Eſſence; And this He inter- 
.* Wprets, every where throughout his Book, in a 
abet I Hahellian Senſe. So here the Hate of the 
Queſtion is intirely changed: And unleſs the 
Biſhop has proved (which God forbid) that All 
* Utrum Patres O MNES Ante-N iceni Eandem Qua Concilio 
Niceno TRISUIMvus fententiam amplexi. ſunt; hoc cft, utrum 
omnes EAN DM NumERo Patris Eſſentiam Filio & Spiritui 


Sancto fuiſſe COMMUNICATAM, coque nomine ufrumque cum 
Patre Unum Numero Deum eſlſe agnoverunt} Proem, p. 2. 


the 
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the Ante-Nicene Fathers were Hereticks and 
ſomething worſe, profeſſing what Themſelves 
condemn'd as Herely, He has not, it ſeems, done 
enough to ſatisfy the learned Examiner. Not 
content with this, He demands farther to have 
it proved that this fame numerical Eſſence, 
that is (according to Him) Perſon, was com- 
municated to Two other Perſons; And He 
has ſome pretence for cavil at the word 


* Communicated. Yet, as if all this were not 
ſuflicient, it muſt be alſo by znterior Pro. 


duclion; as He obſerves a little after in pag. 2, 
and He has ſome Turns of Wit upon the 


word + Production. Was this the way to an- 
ſwer ſuch a Writer as Biſhop Bull; a wiſe, 


grave, learned, judicious Author, and One that 
was above Trifling 2. . 


In ſhort, the plain Queſtion between Biſhop 


Bull and the Arians is only this; Whether 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers, in general, believed 
the Son to be of an eternal, uncreated, immi- 
table, and ſtrictly divine Subſtance, or no? 
Biſhop Bull maintain d the Affirmative, and 
has unanſwerably proved it, in the Opinion of 
moſt Men of true Learning and Judgment, whe- 
ther Here, or Abroad. This is what the learned 
Examiner ſhould neither have concealed, not 
diſguis d: but have frankly and honeſtly con- 
feſs d, as He did + formerly. If, notwithſtanding, 


* Prof, pag. 21. 1 Præf. p. 23. 2 5 
+ Opus aggredior quod Bullus noſtras, Pietate Summa & Doctti- 


na Vir præditus, atque in Antiquitatis totius Scriptis Verſatiſſimus. 


the 
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the learned Prelate has not proved that the 
Fathers held a numerical Eſſence, in the Exa- 


e nner Senſe (ſuch as He thinks neceſſary to 
t preſerve the Unity) the Biſhop ſhould not be 
eepreſented as failing in the Proof of what He 
„intended; but ſhould be given up for a Tri- 
- bheiſt, and the Catholick Church with Him, 
je MW whoſe Advocate He is, and with whom He 
d W ftands or falls. This would have been the fair 
ot and ingenuous way; unleſs the learned Exami- 


wr would have undertaken to prove that the 
Fathers before the Nicene Council were of Ari- 
an Principles, which He durſt not do. What 
does it ſignify to ſhow that They were not Sa- 
© W#/ans * Did Biſhop Bull, or does any Man 
ar Wot Senſe, pretend They were? 

= You may judge of the Performance, from 
op lis ſtating the Queſtion ſo ſtrangely ; and his 
er ſetting out with ſuch diffidence, as if He 
ed thought the Cauſe deſperate. When you come 
i to the Book it ſelf, youl find Two Thirds of 
) 2 Wit, in effect, little more than retreating to the 
nd WM bellian Senſe of Numerical and Individual, 
of Which is only ſo much Tmpertinence. This 
ne- Is the principal, and the moſt general Fallacy 
cd MVhich He truſts to; and is, in a manner, the 
zor Turn of the whole Book. RD 
He has another general Fallacy, which He 
ſerres Himſelf of ſometimes, and it is this. 


ere ere perenniori, ad Doctorum Invidiam, & Novatorum 

Grdolium, ſummo judicio & induſtria peregit. Whithy. 

laclat. de wera Cbriſ. Deit. pag. 59. 
When 
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high and ſtrong for the Divinity of Chriſt, * H 


preſſions. There is very little Force or Weigh 
by chem; therefore the Ante-Nicene Writers 


Men of a very diftcrent Stamp and Charaderl 


the Arians were obliged to ſpeak higher tha 


Temptation; or that they affected to ſpeak 


When He finds ſome Expreſſions run prett 
ſays the Arians uſed the ſame, or the like Ex 


in the Argument: For it amounts only to this 
The + Arians, perfect Maſters of Diſſimulation 
and notoriouſly accuſtomd to equivocating 
uſed ſuch or ſuch Expreſſions, meaning littl 


meant no more by rhoſe Expreſſions. But, be 
ſides this, it is well known that the + Arian 
at firſt, did not uſe thoſe high Expreſſions « 
rhe Son, but came into them by Degrees, 2 
They found their Doctrine too ſhocking to hi 
endured in broad Terms; and as they perceiy 
the Neceſſity of uſing Catholic Language. We 
can eaſily ſhow, how, and when, and why 


They thought. But it can never be ſhownthat 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers were under any ſuch 


* Pref. p. 4 29. Lib. p. 8,9. 40.90. 109. 153.157. and elſe when 
J Scilicer Tenebriones iſti parati erant quamlibet Fidei Confeſſe 


nem ſuo ſuffragio comprobare, quæ modo vocem 9weuars non Hh. 
beret: etiamſi quoque in ea ponerentur verba alia quæ apud c 
nos omnes idem prorſus ſignificarent. Bu/l D. F. p. 285. ( 
+ Arianos Jelum Chriſfum Deum de Deo, lumen de lung 
vitam ex vita, ante omnia Secula ex Deo Patre genitum dill t 
ſc, Euſebio adhuc in vivis agente, me legiſſe non memini: utcun 
que poſtea, ad declinandam Invidiam in Publicis Formulis hn 
voces fraudulenter uſurparent, &c. Cav, Epiſt. Apologet. p. 5. f. 
Qui Artes Euſebii, reliquorumque Arianorum Vocum Amdi q 


guitate perpetuo abutentium, non olfaciet lac in re; ei quid al 
ud optem non video, præter naſum. Cler, Epiſt. Crit. 2. pe 51. 


oth 
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otherwiſe than They really meant, or than 
They would be generally underſtood. They 
were plain open Men; unacquainted with thoſe 
Principles of Latitude, and {tudy'd Refinements, 
which came in afterwards. I may uſe almoſt 
z parallel Inſtance from what has been lately 
ſeen among our Selves. From the Year 1712. 
frians have been taught to ſubſcribe the N- 
ene and Athanaſian Creeds. But our good 
fore-fathers would have thought it horrid Pre- 
rarication to do it; They were not fo ſubtile 
and refin d: And therefore, rho' Subſcription 
is now no certain Argument of Mens Senti- 
ments, it was formerly : when Men were other- 
viſe inſtructed, and loved Chriſtian Plainneſs 
and Simplicity. This may ſerve for a bricf 
general Anſwer to the learned Exammer's le- 
cond general Fallacy. 
There is a third general Salvo, which occurs 
pretty often; that the Ante-Nzcene Writers di- 
ſinguiſh God from Chriſt, (that is, the Father 
from the Son) and call the Father God ab- 
ſolutely: Now, ſince the Poff- Nzcene Writers 
do fo too, and fince no Body ſeruples it, even 
at this Day; I need not give my ſelf rhe Trou- 
ble of any more particular Anſwer. Thus far 
er the general Fallacics, running through his 
ne performance: After which, it may be needleſs 
nen to take notice of any particular Miſmanage- 
is h ment; Bur, for a Specimen, you ſhall have a 
tw Inſtances of his Miſquotations, Miſconſtru- 
pions, Milſrepreſenrarions, Reviving of old and 
trite 
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trite Objections, concealing the Anſwers, and Mee! 
the like. the 
Io begin with Miſcquotations: Pag. 22. He det 
cites part of Polycarps Doxology, recorded in af 
che Epiſtle of the Church of Hyrna. There th: 
He a leaves out the Two molt material Words, pl: 
(ovy avry on which the Argument chiefly de- 
pended, and then inſults over the learned Pre. 
late. 

Pag. 62. Citing a Paſſage from b Athenago- 
ras, He changes eggs dot, into es aur, 
without giving any notice of it, or reaſon for 
it; only to make a weak Inſinuation againſ | 
the Divinity of God the Son. 
Pag. 75, 76. He has a Citation from Me- 
 Tthodius, part of which you may ſee above 

(P. 143.) the remainder J have here ſet down 
in the Margin. After giving a Conſtruction } 
diametrically oppoſite to the Intent and Letter 
of the Author, He breaks out into this Expreſ- 
ſion; 4 See how He (Methodius) manifeſtly 
acknowledges the Son to have been made, and 
before begotten (chat is all the Senſe that I can 
make of what He ſays) in ſpight of the Biſhop. 
He might have ſaid, in ſpight of Grammar and 


a He reads it of J on, &v v «4» ta. inſtead of # i 
To: Juv a5THy OW H, u Eg. Vid. Euſeb l. 4. c. 15. 

b ęès are Þ ge ard , tyier. Athenag. Leg. p. 
35. Or. Ed. | 1 

c To 5 S TywEEgy WY ErvnLe ot Jr. e yy a9 F c 
z. Cy TUG eee, texarmr e x00 wa Jirnoxi, © ON ba me" 
cov & VHV YVOCA TU. Ap. Phot. „ 

d En quam clare agnoſcit Filium 2. & axtoryeyorivey factum 
& prægenitum elle, fruſtra præſule renitente. Modeſt. Di.. p. 7s. 


Com- 
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common Senſe: Nothing can be clearer than 
that Paſſage of Methodius for the eternal Ge- 
neration of the Son; which He does not only 
aſſert, but guards it againſt the Objection from 
that Text (This day have I begotten Thee) ex- 
plaining it, not of any Temporal Generation 
(for He allows no ſuch Thing) but of a Tem- 
poral Manifeſtation. : 
Pag. 97. You may ſee how He deals with 
a modern Author, the learned Dr. Cave. He 
firſt applauds his great Knowledge of Eccle- 
laſtical Antiquity (in which He is extremely 
tight) and then cites a Paſſage from Him, 
which, as repreſented, ſeems to fay, that 
many of the carlicſt Farhers were againſt 
Chriſt's Divinity. He had done this once be- 
fore in his * Preface, ſo that one may ſee 
He is pleaſed with the Diſcovery. I have gi- 
ren the Paſſage at large in the + Margin, in- 
cluding that part in Hooks which our learned 
Examiner has left out. The whole turns up- 
on this; whether Dr. Cave by, in quibus, in- 
tended the ſame as, in quibus ſingulis, in every 
me of the foregoing Particulars, or rather in 


* Prat, p. 8. | 
TNzvos, qui in Scriptis cjus{Lactanti1) notantur, e Diuixitate, 
de æterna Fili exiſtentia [de Animarum præ- exiſtentia & Futuro 
poſt hanc vitam ſtatu, de Fine Sæculi & Mille Annorum Imperio, 
de Adyentu Eliæ Multos ad Dei cultum converſuro] aliiſque capt- 
bus, de quibus obſcure, incaute, quandoque etiam periculoſe 
locutus ſir, excuſabunt, apud candidos rerum æſtimatores Sæculi 
quo vixit circa iſtas res imperitia, dogmata ipſa paulo abſtracti- 
ora, nec dum a Theologis dilucide explicata nec Synodorum de- 
ctetis definita, & in quibus O habuit complures præce- 
dentium Szculorum 1 atres. Cav. Hift. Liter. Vol. I. p-. 112 
many 
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many, or moſt of them. It is impoſſible to 
prove that He meant it ſtrictly of every one; 
and therefore no certain Argument can be 
drawn from this Paſſage: But I will give you 
Reaſon or two, why I think Dr. Cave did not, 
or could not, ſo mean it. Youll obſerve, that 
de Divinitate, ſtands by it ſelf, as a diſtin 
Article; and very probably, is to be conſtrud 
of the Deity: Lactantius is * known to haye 
had very abſurd Notions of the Deity, ſuppo- 
ſing God to have had a Beginning, and to have 
made Himſelf, Dr. Cave could never mean 
that LaFantins had Oyghnpous Complures, 
many of his Mind, in this Article : And there- 
fore could not intend, in quibus, ſtrictly, of 
every Particular, but of the Whole and in the 
General. Then, as to Dr. Caves Judgment of 
the Senſe of the Fathers, in reſpect to the Di- 
vinity of the Son, and his eternal Exiſtence, it 
is fo + well known, and ſo often appears in his 
Writings, that He ſhould not be preſumed to 
contradict his declared and repeated Sentiments, 
without a manifeſt Neceſſity. Wherefore Dr. 
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* Lactant. Inſtitut. l. 1. c. 7. | | 

F Sancti Patres Catholicæ Fidei Nicænorumque Dogmatum Te- 
ſtes ſunt inconcuſſi, Vindices acerrimi; qui Fidem ab A poſtolis 
traditam, a Majoribus acceptam, ad nos uſque propagarunt, ac- 
ceptam Vita, Voce, etiam Sanguine ſuo confit marunt, invictiſque 
Argumentis contra omnia Hæreticorum molimina ſartam tectam 
conlervarunt; quique nullis Sophiſmatibus flecti queunt, ut in 
Unitariorum cauſam Teſtimonium dicant. Hine illæ Lachrymæ, 
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Hzxc Fundi calamitas. Adeo ut de Antiquitate Eecleſiaſtica di Wi # 
poteſt, quod de Ratione alicubi habet Malmsburienſis Philo(o- WM «: 
phus; ubicunque Ratio Homini repugnar, Hominem ipſi Ratic- ly 
ni repugnaturum. Cav. Epiſt. Apologet. p. 17. 0 


Ii hitiy 


Qu. XXVI. , ome QUERIES. 409 


i hiiby does a great Injury to the Memory of 
chat good Man, by taking an Advantage of an 
asmbiguous Exprefiion. To proceed. 
1 Pag. 60. He tells us, that the Titles of & 
@avtos munThs, and N oA SU h (that is, 
Creator and Framer of the Univerſe) were ſuch 
as the Writers of that Age (the Second Century) 
always diſtinguiſh'd the Father from rhe Son by. 
If He means that che Son had not then thoſe 
or the like Titles given Him, it is a notori- 
ous Untruth (as you may ſee by the Quotati- 
ons * above from Irenæus and Clemens Alexan- 
drinus) If He means only, that Thoſe and the 
like Titles were emnently and emphatically 
given to the Father, That indeed is very true 
of the Second Century ; and as true of all the 
Centuries following, down to this preſent, as 
appears by our Creeds ; which, I ſuppoſe, is no 
8 

In his Preface, P. 32.) He miſrepreſents Ba- 
/ as declaring againſt Unity of Eſſence, where 
the good Father intended nothing but againſt 
Unity of Perſon. In the ſame Page, He brings 
in + Athanaſius, and interprets what He ſaid 
againſt the ovgemoy, as if it had been meant of the 


"WY £49007, betwixt which, that accurate Father al- 
ä 

iſque * Qu. 9. p. 188. 5 

ctam T Vid. Athanaſ. Tom. 1. p. 767. Compare Tom. 2. p. 31. 


Athanaſius 4i/{inguiſh'd very particularly, more than Hilary 
and ſome other Fathers did, between the 6wesmer aud the ougitnoy. 
He thought that to ſay the Son was only like God, was as much 
8 denying Him to be God: As if we ſhould ſay a Thing is on- 
ly like Silver, therefore not Silver; or onlylike Gold, therefore 
not Gold. This was bis Senſe of the Matter. 
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ways carefully diſtinguiſh, A little lower, 
He repreſents Athanaſius as maintaining nume- 
rical Identity; which (in the Senſe of the 
learned Examiner) is making him a Sabellian, 
Thus, it ſcems, He is to confute Biſhop Bull, 
only by puzzling and confounding ſuch Things, 
as that incomparable Prelare had made plain 
and clcar. 

Pag. 9. He repreſents Barnabas's Epillle, 
EY vd Ss Which he interprets Spurions, (p. 19, 
neglecting and concealing in what Senſe * EA. 
ſebius had reckon'd it it & yoYus 3 and what had 
been ſaid by very + learned Men in Defence of it. 

Pag. 23. He gives a partial Account of the 
Antient Doxologies. No one that has een | 
St. Bajil, the eighth Book of the Clementine! 
Conſtitutions, Polycarp's Doxology, and the 
Church of Smyrna's, beſides Clement of Alt. 
xanaria's, and Hippolytus's, can make any rea- 
ſonable Doubt, whether 0 or wth, were not 
apply'd in Doxologies to the Son or Holy: 
Ghojt, as well as by, through, or in, by the 
carlieſt Ante-Nzcene Writers. To pretend 4. 
ihanalan Forgeries in Anſwer to all, is only 
giving up the Point, with the ridiculous Cit- 
cumſtance of appearing to maintain it. 

His Account of Vuſtin Martyr is one conti. 
nud Miſrepreſentation, as may appear in ſome 
Meaſure, by comparing it with what hath been 
obſerved in theſe Papers. 


See Cave Hiſtor. Literar. Vol. 1. p. I. | 
Pearſon. Vindic. p. 276. 28 2. Bull. D. F. p. 15. Pr. Trad. p-3: 
| Pag 
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Pag. 61. He takes occaſion from the Latin 
Verſion to miſrepreſent Alhenagoras, and to 
inſinuare that the Son is not Vie the Father. 
If the Greek words be render d, as They fi;nify, 
Infecli, & Hacti, the Equivocation upon Ce- 
mts, and therewith the Argument is loſt. 

Pag. 62. He undertakes another Paſſage in 
Athenagoras, a very famous one, and of fin- 
gular uſe in this Controverſy; plainly ſhowing 
the true and genuine Senſe of ſuch Fathers, as 
ſpoke of a Temporal Gencration, and being of 
equal Force both a gainſt Habelliums and Ariams, 
as the * learned Prelate has judiciouſſy and ad- 
mirably demonſtrated againſt Peta diu, Sau- 
dirs, and Others. Sandius, being ſenſible of 

its Weight and Force, though: it the wiſeſt way 
1 to ſay, that the place was corrupt; and being 

a4 Man of Wir, He invented ſomething of 2 Co- 
lour for it. G7lbert Clerke 1 thought 
of a more plauſible Solution of the difficulty; 
but the learned + Biſhop had too much Acu— 
men to let it paſs. Laſt of all comes Dr. /i Hit 
with a new Device, which, I ſuppoſe, is in— 
tirely his own. You ſee the Paſſage in the 
+ Margin. The words 2% 0 ther, He con- 
ſtrues thus: Not as ernaly generated, as if 
He had read qwropyor, ſupplying ei\ivs by 
Imagination. The Senſe and h of the 


* Bull. Def. F. N. p. 204, 205 

T See Bull. Animadv. in Gilb. Cl. Op. Poſt. b. 1952. 1083. 

1 Nec, Tin 4 TW muTg hs BY 66 £10 por, 2 5 & 615 wo 
0 ©: 5% YE pc 00 TIT. cums c $07 Tv A2 ya als; 4s A. 


x; &r. Athen. Leg. c. 10. p. 38. 
Ee 1 word 


412 A;DEFENSE MY NI. 


word * (q4yophooy ſignifying made, or created, is 
ſo fixd and certain in this Author, that no 
doubt or ſcruple can be reaſonably made of it. 
And that He intended to ſignify the Son's im- 
mutable, eternal, neceſſary Exiſtence, in this 
Paſſage, is ſo manifeſt, that a Man mult be of 
a peculiar Complexion that can ſo much as 
queſtion ir ; eſpecially conſidering the other 
high Things faid of the Son, by this Author, 
in other Places; ſome of which have been 
above cited. I mention not how the learned 
Examiner endeavors to clude Them; putting 


off one with a Jeſt (. 60.) pretending an In- 


terpolation for another { p. 61.) and for fear | 
all ſhould not ſuffice, retreating at length to 


his Quibble upon the word, Numerical. 


P. 108. He makes a ridiculous Repreſentation | 
of Tertullian, as if that Writer believed two An. 
gels to be as much One, as God the Father and 


God the Son are. I ſhall only Þ+ tranſcribe the 


Paſlage, and truſt it with the intelligent Reader. 
Pag. 110, 113. You find Him tampering with | 


Trenzus ; Firſt, inſinuating as if that excellent 


* Er On de T rg & Tarles Foinry, bro way & he, 
zn 70 00 8 Av ETC) 4 A 25 wu oy —— P-. 21. To ov c 21, e n 
3x iy,00 9 N 7% 500 ov iv "ov I &dimori. p. 67. Os pd " Ora 
4 AM evo ive. Pp. 68. | 
T Er nos etiam Sermoni atque Rationi, itemque Virtuti, pet 
quz omnia molitum Deum ediximus, propriam Subſtantiam 
Spiritum inſcribimus; cui & Sermo inſit prænuntianti, & Katie 
adſit diſponenti, & Virtus perficienti. Hunc ex Deo prolatum d- 
dicimus, & prolatione generatum, & idcirco Filium Dei & Deum 
dictum, ex Unitate Subſtantia. Nam & Deus Spiritus. Ita de 
Spiritu & Spiritus & de Deo Deus, ut Lumen de Lumine acceu- 


ſam, Ter tull. Apo. c. 21. P. 202. Ed. Havercamp. Lugd. = 
. 2 Writet 
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Writer had ſuppoſed the So was our Lord 
and God, according to the good Pleaſure of 
the inviſible Father ; but admitting the more 
probable Conſtruction to be, that every Knee 
might bow, according to the good *Pleaſitre of 


the inviſible Father. 


It is well known that Ircreys p allows no 


Creature, nothing that had a Beginning, to be 
juſtly called God; looks upon the Notion of an 
inferior God, as a Contradiction; does not d ad- 
mit that any Creature can create: And yet He 


makes the Son © truly God, f C9-eternal, and 
g Conſubſtantial (tho He uſes nor the very 
word) with God the Father; Creator of Men, 
of Angels, of all Things. Teſtimonies of the 


laſt particular are ſo many and ſo clear {ſome of 


which have been cited above) that I need not 


here refer to them. In Contradiction to all this, 


Dr. I hithy would perſwade us (from two or 


three Paſſages which ſay no ſuch thing) that 


Irenæus reſolved all the Dignity of the Son 
into the Powers given Him after his Re— 
ſurrection h. I may, upon this Occaſion, take 
notice of another | Writer, who has ey 


a Irenæus, lib. 1. 6. 10. p. 48 Ed. Bened. 

b Iren. lib. 3. c. 8. p. 183. Ed. Bened. cLib. 4. c. 2. p. 219. 

d Lib. 4. c. 41. p. 288. e Lib. 3. c.6, p.180. Lib. 4. 
6. p. ii f Lib. 2. c. 13. p. 132. Lib. 2. c. 25. p. 153. 

8 Lid z. c.. p.17, Lib. z. ci; Rz. L 2. C25, p.153. 

h Itenæus's genuine Principles may be ſeen in one ſhort Sen- 
tence. Pater verbum ſuum viſibile effecit omni fieri Carni, in— 
carnatum & ipſum, ut in omnibus manifeſtus fleret Rex eorum 
etenim ea quæ judicantur, oportebat videre Judicem, & Sicte 
Hunc a quo judicantur. Jren. l. 3. c. 9. p. 184. 

1 Emlyu. Exam, of Dr. Bennet, p. 18. % Edit. 
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miſreproſented Irenæus. He imagines that the 
good Father ſuppoſed. the Ac, or Word, as 
uch, gaſſiule. The Paſſages, which He builds 
this Fiction upon, you have in the * Margin, 
according to the laſt Edition. The moſt that 
you can eſpy in them is, that the A?. ſuffered 
in the Ficſh: One of rhe Quotations does not 
certainly Tay ſo much, but might bear another 


Conſtruction. It might as reaſonably be pre- 


rended that the A., as fuch, was HViſible, and 
Comprehenſizie, and changed into a frail Man, 
as that He was paſſibls: See the Margin. All 
that [recs intended to prove againſt the He- 
roticks, was, that the Aò ). was conſtantly 
united to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, and did not de- 
ſert the Human Nature in the Paſſion, it be- 
ing + neceflary that che ſuifering Redeemer 
mould be both God and Man: This is all 


the Cafe, But to procced with the learned 


Eramener. 
Pag. 147. He repreſents Tertullian, as making 


* Solus vere Magiſter Dominus noſter; & bonus vere Filius 
Dei, & patiens, ve: bum Dei! attis Filius Hominis factus. Iren. 
1. 3. e. 18. peri- | ” 
os a0 © & Ot act £31870). 17 N S. 1. 1, e. 10. p. 50. 

Compare the folloaviug Places. 
Verbum, Unigenitus qui ſemper humano generi adeſt, & con- 
ſparſus ſuo Platmati, ſecundum placitum Fatris & Caro factus, 
Ipte eſt Jeſus Chriſtus Dominus noſter, qui paſſus eſt, p. 206. 
0 #2 N Ta aury arpuiy i I 8 inn BAwrrH, . 207. 

Inviſibilis viſibilis factus, & incomprehenſibilis factus compre- 
henſibilis, & impaſſibilts paſlibilis, & Verbum Homo. p. 206. 

See Irenxus, I. 3. c. 18. p. 211. Sce alſo the famous Paſſave 
about Quielſcence, p. 213. Which plainly ſuppoſes all that was 
ſuſfering and low to belong to the Man only, all that was bizb 
au great to the Ay», or Divine Nature. 


th 
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the Son, in his higheſt Capacity, Te1orat of 
the Day of fudoment, Let the Reader {ee 
the * whole Paſſage, and compare it with ano- 
ther, four Chapters lower; and from thence 
judge of Tertulliams Meaning. No reafonable 
doubt can be made, but that Tertullian under— 
ſtood the Son's being Ignorant, &c. in reſpect 


| only of his Humanity, as well as He under- 


ſtood the other Things, mention d together with 
it in the ſame Paragraph. Such as conſider how 
highly Tertullian, elſewhere, ſpeaks of the Son, 
making Him one amdivided Subſtance with the 
Father, can make no queſtion of it. 

Here it will be proper to obviate a difficulry 
which may naturally, upon the firſt Thoughts, 
ariſe in one's Mind. Why ſhould the Car o- 
licks ſo often urge the Texts relating to Chriſt's 
Human Nature only, againſt the Savellrnns ? 
For it may ſeem that, if They thereby proved 
Two Hypoſtaſes, They proved only a Dirne 
and a Human Hypoſtaſis ; and there might ſtill 
be but one Hypoſtaſis in the Godhead, as the 
Jabellians pretended. But it is to be conſider d, 
that Both Catholichs and Sabelliaus were agreed 


*Ignorans & Ipſe Diem & Horam Ultimam, Soli Patri notam; 
diſponens Regnum Diſcipulis, quomodo & ſibi diſpotirum dicit a 
Patre, habens Poteſtatem Legiones Augelorum poſtulandi ad auxi- 
lium a Patre fi vellet, Exclamans quod fe Deus veliquiſſet, in Patris 


manibus Spiritum ponens. Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 26. p. 516. 


Habes ipſum Exclamantem in Paſhone, Deus Mens, Deus Meuse 
ut quid me dereliquiſti?- Sed NHæc Vox Carms & Animæ, id eſt, 
Hominis, non Sermontis, nec Spiritus, 1d eſt, non Dez, propterca 
emiſla eſt, ut impaſſibilem Deum oſtenderet, qui fic Filium dere- 
hqui, dum Hominem ejus tradidit in mortem. Tertull. Adv. 
Prax, c. 30. p. 518. 
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in one Point, that God was incarnate, the 4;- 
vine Nature perſonally united to the Man 
Chriſt feſus: And the main Queſtion between 
Them was, whether the Father Himſelf made 
one Perſon with Chriſt's Human Nature, or No. 
If the Catholichs could prove the Negative 
(as They could caſily do) then the Savel/ians 
muſt, of Courſe, and upon their own Principles, 


acknowledge another divine Hypoſtaſis, be. 


ſides the Father. The Catholicks therefore 
urgedall the Texts, where-ever Chriſt ſpeaks of 
Himſelf as a 477124 Perſon from the Father; 
tho' many of rheſe Texts are meant of Him, 


in his Human Capacity only. Had our Saviour | 
Chriſt ſpoke of the Aby, or Word, in the 


ſame manner as He does of the Father : Had 
He pray'd to the A9 g., or Mord, complain'd 


of being forſaken by Him; or had He ſaid, I 


know not the Day of Judgment, but He, the 
Abo, O., or Word, does; it could never have been 
preſumed, that the J and He, the AC. and 
Chrij?, made one Perſon. It appearing there- 


fore, from that manner of Expreſſion, that the 


Father was not perſonally united with the 
Human Nature of Chriſt ; this was ſufficient 
againſt the Sabellians, who allowed that the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus was perſonally united with 
God: And if it could not be with the Father, 
it muſt of Conſequence be with another ne 
Hypoſtaſis, a diſtinct and real Son of the Father. 
Thus you ſee the Force and Significancy of 
thoſe Texts (and of all Texts which intimated 


a plain 


AA 
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a plain perſonal Diſtinction between the Fa 
ther and Chriſt) againſt the Sabellians. They 
ſhowed that the Perſon ſpeaking was not 
the Father. And yet the Perſon who ſpake, 
having (as both Sides allowed) a Divine 
and Human Nature, might {peak of Himſelf 
in difterent Reſpects; in this, or in that Ca- 
pacity. Thus, in regard to the Son's In 
rance of the Day of fudgment, it is manifeſt 
that the Father and Son are there ſpoken of, 
as of Two Perſons; and One as knowrng, the 
Other as not knowing, tho only in a certain 
reſpect: One ſTenorant in ſuch a Capacity, the 
Other not Tgnorant in any Capacity at all, 
as having never taken Human Nature, and 
therewith Human Ignorance, into a perſonal 
Union with himſelf, Thus far to clear this 
Point, and to acquit my ſelf of-a * promile 
made you ſome time ago. 

I ſhall proceed a little farther in remarking 
on your Friend's Performance. It is frequent 
with Him to bring up old Objections, neglect- 
ing and concealing the Biſhops Anſwers. I 
ſhall give a few Inſtances only; that I may 
not be Tedious. | 

Pag. 17. He pretends that the Biſhop has 
not ſhown, that the Fathers of the Second Cen- 
tiry reſolved the Unity into the ſame Principle 
with the Nzcene Fathers. Yer the Biſhop F has 


* Qu. 7. p. 111. See Athanaſius farther, upon the Thing wheree 
of I bave been ſpeaking, Vol. 1.p. 261. e 
7 Bull. D. F. Sect. 4. c. 4. 


ſhown 


418 4 DEFENSE Qu. xXVI 


ſhown it, and Dr. Vhiiby allows as much in 
the very next Page; and has nothing to retreat 
to but the miſerable Evaſion about Individual. 
Pag. 84. He refers to Baſil as an Evidence 
that Cyegory Thaumaturgns believed the Son 
to be a Creature. This He again repcats in 
the next Page; and again in his Preface, 9. 10. 


et the Fact is evidently falle ; Baſil Himſelf 


a full Witneſs on the contrary fide ; and this 
Biſhop Bull had à given notice of, and made 
clear to a Demonſtration. When a Writer ſtrains 
ſo hard, to put a falſe Senſe upon Another; 
there's no uncharitableneſs in believing, that 
He gives us at leaſt his own true meaning. 


Pag. 87. He revives an old Objection, which | 
the learned Prelate had ingenuouſly b ſet forth 


in its full Force; and given it as full an Anſwer. 


Your Friend is here pleaſed to ſpeak with great | 


contempt of the Biſhop's Anſwer ; for no other 


reaſon, that I can ſee, hut becauſe He was not 
able to confute it. Being however rcſolv'd to 


Hay ſomething, He ſtoutly denies a plain Mat- 


ter of Fact. Oi oro, ſays He, is never uſed 
by the Fathers, in the Biſhop's Senſe. Pleaſe 


to turn to the places noted in the < Margin, 


and judge whether the Biſhop, or He, be th: 


a: Bull. Def. F. N. p. 155, 156, 157. 
b Bull. D. F. p. 167. 


c Tertullian adv. Prax. c. 2, 3. Clem. Alexandr. p. 831. 953. 


Tatian c. 8. Ed. Ox. Hippolytus Contr. Noet. p. 12. 15. 


Veleſius had obſerved the Thing long ago, and without any | 


View to Controverſy. 


Vetus omuis Chriſtianorum Theologia Dco quidem Patri Mo- | 
more | 
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more faithful and accurate in this Matter. If 
my thing farther be wanting in Defence of Bi- 
hop Bull, in this Article, let Him ſpeak for 
Himſelf, in another d Work, in anſwer to G24. 
kert Clerke 3 Who, it ſeems, was much oftend- 
ed at the Cizoropin, grieved, as He well might, 

wo ſee His molt pompous and plauſible Pre- 
races intirely baffled by it. I ſhould weary 
ny Reader, and my Self roo, if I went on re- 
urking every Place, where old Objections are 
brought up and either none, or very flight 
notice taken of the Anſwers: If you have a 
mind to compare, you may note ſome Pages 
wer d to in * the Margin. I ſhall proceed no 
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14 becher, in this redious and diſagrecable Employ- 1 
1 archiam attribuit, Filio vero & Spiritu Sancto etygrewir, id eſt, 41 
. dminiſtrationem & Diſpenſationem. Valef. Not. ad Euſeb, | 
r „6. See alſo p. go. 253. 55 
= © Bull. Poſth. Works, p. 1045, 1046, 1047, Oc. 
1 * Modelt. Dilquiſir Bull's Def. F. 
71 Pag. 27. | Pag. 258, 120. 70. 
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ment; except it be to obſerve to you one pe 
culiar piece of Management, which I leave yo 
to reflect on. The learned Examiner labour 
for * two Pages together, to ſhow that Clem: 
of Rome was far from ſpeaking, or thinking { 
highly of our Bleſſed Lord, as St. Paul did. 
little after, F He propoſes Clemens to us as a ver 
good Interpreter of Scripture; and commend 
Him highly, for laying Chriſtianity before b 
in its naked Simplicity. What can We thin| 
of this? The beſt Conſtruction I can make e 
it is, that He intended in p. 14, 15, not & 
Paul Himſelf, but St. Paul as now general 
underitood : And ſo He was to inſinuate ſome 
thing, which was not fit to be expreſs'd. Bu 
a Man of Art would have conducted better 
would not have diſcoverd Himſelf ſo ſoon, bu 
have truſted more to the Sagacity of his Readeſ 
This manner of proceeding, in an importan 
Cauſe, is what I cannot account for. It ſeemst( 
me, that if there be not Reaſons of Conſcienc 
obliging a good Man to ſpeak out, there are a 
ways Reaſons of Prudence which ſhould mal 
a wiſe Man hoid his Tongue. 

You may perceive, by this Time, that Di 
ſhop Bulls Book is like to ſtand, till ſom? 
thing much more conſiderable appears againſt i 


* Aliter plane D. Paulus loquitur : ——- Argumento poi 
eſt Clementem de Chriſto aliter plane quam Paulum ſenſiſſe- 
magnam ſuſpicionem injicit, eadem Clementem cum Paulo n 
nime docuiſſe. Whith. deſg. p. 14, 15. 

T Solus Clemens Chriſtiana Fidei Simplicitatem præ ocul 
Lectoris ponit. Whith, Diſq; p. 19. | 


Sever: 
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deyeral attempts of this kind have been made 
before; bur ro as little purpoſe: And if there 
be ever ſo many more, by ever ſo good Hands, 
u venture to ſay, They will ſuccced no better. 
The Book will ſtand as long as clear Senſe, 
ſound Reaſoning, and true Learning have any 
friends left. The main Subſtance of it is not 
to be confuted ; any more than you can extin- 
guiſn Truth, or put out the Light of the Sun. 
The Fathers have been tried and are found 
athful : What They defended while living, 
The Divinity of our Bleſſed Lord, againſt the 
Inſults of Jews, Pagans, and Hereticks, 
They ſtill maintain in their Works: And their 
Works will be held in preat Eſteem, and Vene- 
tation; While every weak Attempt to blaſt. 
their Credit, will meet with what it juſtly de- 
ſerves — J was going to ſay what, but it may 
ſound ſevere: I proceed to another Query. 
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Whether the learned Doftor ma 'y not reaſi 
ably be ſuppoſed 10 ſay, the Fathers are on 
his ſide, with the ſame meanings and jo 


ſerve as lle pretends our Church Forms? 


favour Him; that is, provided He may in 
terpret as He pleaſes, and make them ſyea 
his Senſe, however Contradictory to their 
on And whether the true Reaſon Wh 
He does not care to admit the Teſtimonies of 
the Fathers as Proofs, may not be, becaii 
They arc © againſt Him ? 


N Anſwer to this, You tell me, that it con 
tains only an zubidious Suggeſtion ; not an 


Argument. The Suggeſtion, I do aſſure yon 


is juſt; and argumentative too; and was kind) 
intended towards you; that you might not 
take Things implicitely and upon Truſt front 
others, but might examine them firſt your Self 
and then paſs a Judgment of them. As to th 
znyidions Appcarance of it; had J ever intend 
ed, or in the leaſt thought of making the 2 
ries publick, you might, with a better Grace 
have told me of it. But as I had not the liber 
of reviſing my Papers, nor ſo much as any pte 
vious Apprehenſion of your Deſign. (preſumin 
all along the very contrary, as I reafſonab! 
might) theſe Things conſidered, I hope the 
vidious Part youl take to your ſelf ; the 4 
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gument (for an Argument it is, in its kind) 
you may leave to me. It is of ſome Moment 
co us, not only to have the Primitive Vriters 
Jon our fide, (as we plainly have) but to have 
them thought to too. The learned Doctor has 
made ſome Pretences that way; and they are 
Jof Weight with ſuch Readers, as are not duly 
„ apprehenſive of the Doctor's uncommon man— 
ner of ſetting Things off, with great Advantage 
to his Cauſe, and as great Detriment to Truth. 
„wo Reaſons arc intimated, in rhe Query, why 
his claim ro Antiquity ought to have the leſs 
Force with conſidering Men: Firſt, Becauſe 
He lays claim to our Church's Forms; which 
every common Reader may ſeœe, are directly a- 

nM gainſt Him; And Secondly, Becauſe, notwith- 
ul ſtanding his appeal to Antiquity, He is wiſer 
ou chan to put the Matter upon that Iſſue. He 
endeavors to leſſen the Eſteem of the Antients, 
ao gall the while that He preſumes They are on his 
Onde, (a ſure Mark that He ſuſpects Them) and 
Ess ſecuring a Retreat when They fail Him; as 
ch chey certainly will, whenever ſtrictly inquired 
nd into. I would leave it with any diſcerning 
%Man (who cannot examine farther into the 
acoMWicrics of the Cauſe) to judge, whether it be 
ert all likely chat thoſe who ſpeak always con- 
pte temptibly of the Antients, and endeavour to 
ning the urmoſt to abuſe and expoſe Them, can reaſon- 


able"! be preſumed to have a greater Intereſt in 
# it 
| 


en bem, than They who ſpeak honourably and 
Mundſomely of Them; who defend their Chara- 
2 cter, 
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cter, and have, as it were, an affectionate 


Tenderneſs and Concern for Them. Thus 
much for the ſecond Reaſon intimated in the! 
Query. As to the firſt Reaſon ſuggeſted, the | 
Import of it is this. If the learned Doctor can / 
elpy Arianiſm in our Liturgy, or Articles | 
where it certainly is not; He may as reaſon- e 
ably be ſuppoſed to miſtake as much, among f 
the Fathers. He ſecs, in our Liturgy, the .; 
Doctrine of one God the Father, incluſtve off | 
Son and Holy Ghoſt ; but does not ſee on, 
God excluſive of Both; which is his Doctrine! 
He finds a Subordination of Order taught in p 
our publick Forms; but does not find any Sub! 
ordination or Inferiority of Nature; which 
is his Principle. And yet, upon theſe lizirl 5 
Grounds, He ſcruples not to ſay, that th 
* main Branches of his own Doctrine are ex 7 
preſly affirm'd in our Liturgy; meaning, by af x 
tacite Conſequence of his own making. And x 
ſince this Conſequential, that is, Imaginary jj 
Countenance is all that He can claim from our p. 
Liturgy ; and all that He really means, when, 
He ſays the Church's Forms are on his ſide . 
pollibly He may mean no more, when H pi 
ſpeaks of the Fathers. The Generality of Reale 
ders, it may be, underſtand Him, as if He had C 
intended to ſay, that the Arte-Nicene Writer! 7 
eſpecially, had declared againſt the Co-etermi; 
and Conſubſtantiality of the Son, the Point, 
in Queſtion: But I humbly conceive, He in 9 


E Scrip. Doctr. p. 379. firſ{ Ed, == 
tende 
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tended no more than this, that the Aute-Ni- 
cene Writers have declared ſomething, which, 
He really believes, does by Conſcquence de- 
e ſtroy the Conſub/tantiality, &c. though, at the 
iu ſame time, thoſe Writers admitted no ſuch Con- 
ſequence ; bur expreſly, and conſtantly diſown- 
ed it. This is all that He can mean, with re- 
ſpect to our Liturg); and therefore, probably, 
all He does mean, in reſpect of the other; or 
however, certain I am, that it is all He ſho:1d 
mean. Now you ſee rhe full of my Argument. 
If it look zuuidious, I cannot help it; TI am 
perſwaded it is juſt; and I rhink it of as much 
Importance to our Readers to have the Matter 
fairly ſtated, as it is that Truth may not be 
ſmother d; nor any ſtreſs laid upon the Doctor's 
Citations, beyond whar They do really bear. 
The learned Doctor owns, as to Poſ?-Nicene 
Fathers, that They are, in the whole, againſt 
Him. And He ſhould have own'd as much of 
the generality, at leaſt, of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers too, and then He has no claim to 
any thing but Conceſſions; of which He endea- 
vors to make the utmoſt Advantage, three ways: 
Firſt, by making more Conceſſions than there 
really are: Secondly, by repreſenting thoſe 
Conceſſions in ſo promiſcuous and confufed a 
Light, that a common Reader cannot 17970 
diſtinguiſh when, or where the Doctor intend- 
ed the full and intite meaning of an Author, 
or a Conceſſion only: Thirdly, by ſlipping his 
own Concluſion upon thoſe Conceſſions, as if 


FF They 
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T hey were the ſame Thing ; tho' there really 


is no Connexion between Them, no juſt Con- 
ſequence from one to the other. I would not 
be knowingly guilcy of charging the Doctor 
falſely, in theſe, or in any other Particulars, for 
any Conſideration ; and therefore it may be 


expected of me, that J explain my ſelf more 


at large ; which accordingly I ſhall do, in the 
Order and Method which I have already laid 
down. 1 
I. The learned Doctor has taken ſeveral Paſ- 
ſages for Conceſſions, which are really none; 
but only as He has given Them ſuch a parti- 


cular Air and Aſpect; either by prefacing 


Them, and holding out a falſe Light to the 
Reader; or by commenting upon Them; or by 
ill tranſlating of Them. I ſhall proceed to 


Particulars ; and you muſt not take it amiſs, if | 


we call upon you to return us back what you 
have unfairly wreſted from us. 155 

Seripture Doctrine, Pag. 3. The Doctor pro- 
duces a Paſſage of Athanaſius, part of which, 
ſo far as concerns us, you ſee in the * Margin; 
with ſo much farther as is neceſſary to clear the 
Senſe of the Author. The Doctor's Verſion 
runs thus: For He (the Father) is the one 
« God, and the only One, and the Firſt. And 


i ] | o | — | | e rv | 
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« yet theſe Things do not deſtroy the Divi- 
« nity of the Jon. This rendring is flat and 
low ; and neither anſwers the z27ent, nor Let- 
ter of the Author. Obe «s avaipemy, literally, 
is, not to exclude the Son: plainly meaning, 


not to exclude Him from being the owe God, 


and the only One, and the Firſe, together with 
the Father. And ſo Athanaſius interprets Him- 
ſelf in the Words immediately following: For 
He (the Son) alſo is wper9., the Firſt, the 
fullneſs of the Godhead of Him who is the 
Firſt, and only God. You'll obſerve that the 


Doctor renders amuyacug, as if it had been 


anmnuyacugp ms dens, Brightneſs of Glory: 


Which is again concealing and ſtifling the Senſe 
of the Author. Athanaſius intended to ſignify 


the Son's uing or ſtreaming forth, as it were, 
from the Father's Subſtance, as Light from the 
Sun ; which meaning is loſt and ſunk in the 
Doctor's Tranflation. You ſec then that this 
Paſſage, when rightly underſtood, is intirely 
againſt the Doctor; and therefore ought not to 
be reckon'd amongſt Conceſſions. . 
Let us go on to another, in the very ſame page, 


alias p. 4th. (the Paſſage you have in the * Mar- 


gin.) The Doctor renders it thus: © The true 
God, who is moſt ſtrictly and abſolutely ſuch, 


even the Father of Chriſt.” Here the Engl 


Reader muſt needs think that, if the Father be 
moſt ſtrictly, He is more ſtrictly God than 


7 Tor Ads xa; Jus J5ra Olde, 10 78 xęigo rxT7pz. Athan. 


Contr. Gent. p. 9. > 
Ff 2 Chriſt 
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Chriſt is: Eſpecially when nothing appears in the 
Paſſage to compare the Father with, but Chriſt. 
Under this view, indeed, the Paſſage cited is a 
very great Conceſſion: But, in the Greek, there 
is no Conceſſion at all. The juſt and literal ren- 
dring of the Paſſage is this: The true God, who 
in reality is ſiich, namely, the Father of Chriſt. 
You mult know, that Athanaſius is here exhort- 
ing the Gertzles to turn from their dumb Idols, 
to ſerve the living God. In oppoſition to what 
He calls * cx cm, Things which have no real 
or but precarious Exiſtence, or F c ovra miay- 
Tz, ang which were not ſuch as the Heathens 
71468 11,04, i. c. not diuine, He adviſes Them to 
come over to the Father of Chriſt ; whoſe pro- 
perty it is to exiſt in reality, and who is truly 
and //r;c7/y God. This is no more than Arhana- 
ſims would have ſaid of the don; and + indeed has 
ſaid, (in other words) in that very Treatiſe; and 
therefore you may pleaſe ro ſtrike this Paſſage 
alſo out of the Number of Conceſſions. 

The learned Doctor goes on, in the ſame 
Way (pag. 4.) And in another Paſſage, inſtead 
of far above all created Being (which the 
Greek Words ſignify, and which is the certain 
meaning of the Author) He chuſes to ſay far 
/ bove all derivative Being; inſinuating to his 
Reader as if the Son were to be included un- 
der derivative Being ; than which nothing 


* Vid, Athanaſ. ibid. p- 7, 8. T Athanaſ. p. 27. 
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can be farther from the Senſe of the Author, in 
that very Page; as I have obſerved * before, 
on another Occaſion. All the Conce//ron that is 
there, lies only in the Doctor's Tranſlation, and 
the Turn He gives to it in the Sequel: Atha- 
naſius himſelf has granted nothing that can do 
you any Service; at leaſt, not in that Paſſage, 
and therefore let that alſo return to us again. 
Pag. 89. (alias 79.) The Doctor cites a Paſſage 
of Euſebius, which, He ſays, expreſſes the una- 
nimous Senſe of the Catholic Church : And 
it may be true, as it lies in Euſebius. Bur, as 
it is repreſented in the Doctor's Tranſlation, ex- 
cluding the Son from any proper Efficiency in 
the Work of Creation, it is diametrically oppoſite 


to the unanimous Senſe of the Ancients, and to 


Euſebius too; as hath been ſhown above T. 
Pag. 100, Io1. (alias 92.) The learned Doctor 
has two Citations from CHryſoſtom and Baſil; 
who interpret the Texts, of Power, as the Doc- 
tor alſo does of Power. But if the Doctor means 
one thing by Power, and They another, and the 
Ideas be intirely different; their Interpretation 
and his muſt be as different as the Ideas are; 
And it is not fair to quote them as agreeing in 
the Thing, when they agree only in the Name. I 
have # before took notice how the Doctor dealt 
with Chry/o/tom, in order to conceal the good 
Father's true meaning. I ſhall here obſerve, how 
He perverts Baſils Senſe, by a ſmall and ſeem- 


* Qu. 11. p. 201. Þ# Qu. 11. p-183, 1 Qu. 23. p. 368. 
Ff 3 ingly 
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ingly ſlight Turn in his Tranſlation. * Baſils 
Words are io Y Taut# xams dyapuv. That is, 


Equal and the very ſame, in reſpect? of Power, 


The Doctor drops equal, which would have diſ- 
covered Baſil's meaning; and renders it, One and 
the ſame in Power. And thus Baſils Words, which 
are utterly repugnant to the Doctors HJyporheſis, 
are improved into a Conceſſion in favor of it. 
Pag. 102. (alias 94.) He gives us a low and 
lame Conſttruction of a noble Paſlage in + Irene- 
1s. The Words, xm mo 7451 & kròqbger He ren- 
ders, in à divine and glorious Manner: The 
true rendring is, in his divine and glorious ( Ha- 
rafter : Namely, that which He had as God, 
and Son of God. Irenzzeus, in that Chapter, is 
repreſenting the Son as acting at different Times, 
in a different Character or Capacity. When He 


appeared to the Patriarchs, then He acted in 


his higheſt Capacity, in his se Character, 
What that Charafter is, Irenæus explains, 


a little above, in the ſame Chapter: It is, as 


He is the Mord, the Framer (or Maker) of all 


Tas 75 „, arr 28 wu 194 ur A ) ⁰ er αννj‘m 
Sar. Baſil, Contr. Eun. I. 1. p. 35. „ 
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Illam quæ eſt a Patre, principalem, & efficabilem, & glorio- 
ſam generationem ejus enarrat, dicens ſic, In principio erat 
Verbum, & Verbum erat apud Deum, & Deus erat Verbum, 
Et omnia per ipſum facta ſunt, & ſine ipſo ſadum eſt nibil. 
Iren. p. 191. f 5 
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Things, ho ſitteth upon the Chernbims, and 
contameth all Things, who is the Son of God, 


and God. This ſhows what is meant by the 20 


Sri ] Lob er, and at the ſame time, ſhows that, 
according to Irenæus, the As, who is God, 
then acted in his own proper Character, and 
not in the Perſon of the Father only, which 

the Doctor would infer from this Paſſage. 
For it muſt be obſerved that the Son was Oess 
(Joh. 1. I.) before the Time that He is ſuppoſed 
by the Doctor to have acted cy ugrpy Oe, as 
God's repreſentative: and it is of that Autece- 
dent Character Irenæus ſpeaks, as is plain from 
his referring to 70h. 1. 1. 


Pag. 115. (alias 106.) He citcs a place of Ju- 


ſtin Martyr, where He renders the Words, which 


you ſee in the * Margin, thus. © It was not God 
« the Creator of the Univerſe, which then ſaid 
« to Moſes, that He was the God of Abraham, 
« and the God of Iſaac, and the God of Jacob. 
An uncautious Reader might imagine from this 
Paſſage, put into this View, that the Son is not 
Cod abſolutely, nor Creator of the Univerſe, 
according to Juſtin. But the meaning is, that 
That divine Perſon, who called Himself God, 
and was God, was not the Perſon of rhe Father 


(whoſe ordinary Character is that of Maker of 


all Things) but another divine Perſon, vis. God 
the Son. The unlearned Reader ſhould be told, 


\ WE. » - 
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that what is here ſaid by Juſtin, was in Diſpute 
with a Few, who would not acknowledge more 


neſs to ſhow, that there was a hne Perſon, 
one who was God of Avraham, Tſaac, and Ja- 
cov, and was not the Father; and therefore there 
were two d:ume Perſons. The learned Doctor, 
upon his Principles, could not, in that way have 
confuted the Few; ſo far as I apprehend of u- 
ſtin's Argument: For the Few might reply that 
it was an Angel ſpeaking zn 7he Perſon of God; 


notwithſtanding. But uin inſiſts upon it, that 
there was another Perſon, beſides the Father, 
who was really God of Abraham, &c. If this 
is to be taken for a Conceſſion, it may be caſily 
ſeen on what Side it is. N Ee 
Pag. 116. (alias 108.) The Doctor does notdo 
Juſtice to Hilary. Inſtead of called Lord and 


however ſhows too much leaning to a Cauſe; and 
helps to convey a falſeldea to the Eugliſb Readers. 
Pag. 25 I. (alias 219.) He has a long Citation 
from Novaiian; in which all proceeds fo fair 
and plauſible, that a Reader, already poſleſsd 
with the Doctor's 5cheme, and carrying it in his 
Head, may think that every Thing falls in natu- 
rally with it. But, at length, the Doctor comes to 
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Moine Perions than One. It was Juſtin's Buſi- 


and that therefore the Father only was God | 


God, which is 477mitive, it ſhould have been, 
declared to be Lord and God: But this may ap- 
pear flight. Such another ſlight inaccuracy ap- 
pars in his affecting to tranilate God his Father, | 
inſtead of C the Father (p. 194. 179.) which 
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* ſome croſs Words, and ſuch as, if ſuffered to 
appear, would have made the Reader conſtrue all 
backwards, and have given quite anorher Light 
ro all rhat goes before or after. Here He ſtops 
ſhort, breaks off in the middle of a Sentence, 
paſſes over the offenſive Words, draws a Line, 


$kips to the next Sentence, and goes gravely on 
to amuſe his Reader. A Writer is not to be 


blamed, in ſome Caſes, for taking what is to his 
Purpoſe, and omitting the reſt: But, as the Caſe 
is here, the beſt and, indced, only Light to di- 


tect the Reader to the true meaning of what 


is cited, is left out. The word Divinity, for 
inſtance (which occurs twice in that Paſlage) 


Wn Engliſh Reader will be apt to take in the 


Doctor's Senſe; and indeed can hardly do other- 
wiſe: But had the whole appeared, He could 
not but ſee how much the Doctor is miſtaken. 


| muſt obſerve to you, that (p. 336, 337.) the 


Doctor deals with Novatian, and this very 
Paſſage, almoſt in the ſame manner, again : 
Excepting that growing a little bolder, He takes 
more freedom in his Tranſlation. Mind the 
Words (p.337-) By the Son in f acknowleds- 
ment return d; and compare, per Subſtantiæ 
Communionem, a little before. Novatian, in this 
* Unus Deus oſtenditur Verus & Æternus Pater, a quo Solo Hæc. 
vis Divinitatis emiſſa, etiam in Filium tradita & direda rurſum 
fer Sub ſtantiæ Communionem ad Patrem revolvitur, Deus qui- 
dem oſtenditur Filius cui Divinitas tradita & portecta conſpicitur, 
& tamen nihilominus unus Deus Pater probatur. Novat. c. 31. 
The Latin 1s, reciproco meatu illa majeſtas atque divinitas 


ad Patrem qui dederat eam rurſum ab illo ipſo Filio miſſa re- 
vettitur & tetorquetur. J id. c. 31. 


place, 
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place, had no thought of Acknowledgments, not 
any thing like it : But was intent upon quite 
another Thing; explaining and illuſtrating, 
as well as He was able, the Union and Commu- 
nion of Subſtance in Father and Son; and ſhow. 
ing how all recurs to one Head and Fountain: 
On which account the Father might be reaſona. 
bly ſtiled the one God, in as much as the Son 

is fo intimately one with Him, as to be reckon'd, 
in a manner, to Him, and not another God| 
from Hini. It is all but one Divinity, or di. 
vine Subſtance, of the Father in Both. 

Pag. 254. We may obſerve another Turn, by 
way of Tranſlation. The * Gee you may ſec 
in the Margin, which the Doctor renders thus: 
That Jeſus Chriſt, our Lord and God incar- 
“nate, is not the Father, nor, as the Sabel- 
« Hans would have it, that ſame Perſon who! 
< 1s ſtiled the only God ; This the Holy Scrip- 
* tures every where Teſtify. The literal and 
plain Tranſlation is thus: That Feſus Chriſt, © 
our Lord and God incarnate, is not the Ta-“ 
ther, nor (in the Sabellian Senſe) the only 
God, the Holy Scriptures every where Teſtify 
This meaning, you ſec, is clear, plain, and eaſy, MW 
without the Doctors Embaraſments ; and is 
undoubtedly the true Senſe of the Author. But M' 
ſuch a hint as this might have made an unlucky 
diſcovery to the Reader ; Namely, that a Man 
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may believe the Son to be the ozly God, with- 


our being a Sabellian. 


In the ſame Page, The Doctor has another 


Quotation from Athanaſius (if that Treatiſe be 
his) which, had He gone on but a few Words 
farther, would have appeared Contradictory 
to the purpoſe for which ir was brought. 
There is but one God, becauſe one Father; 
but the Son alſo is God, having a Sameneſs 
« with the Father, as a Son; not chat He is the 
Father Himſelf, but in Nature united with the 
Father; two indeed in Number, but one in- 
tire Eſſence. This is the whole Sentence lite- 
ally tranſlated; and the Senſe of it is clear. The 
cutting it into halves, only to repreſent one 
part under another View, is not giving the 
denſe of a Writer, but making one for Him. 

Pag. 255. (alias 222.) The Doctor cites ano- 
ther Paſſage from Athanaſurs ; and by the Turn 
He gives it, {tifles the true Senſe of the Author, 
© + The word has no other ſort of Divinity, 
but that which He derives from the only 
God, as being begotten of Him. 

The true Conſtruction is This: 

The Word has no other kind of Divinity, but 
that of the only God; becauſe He is begot- 
ten of Him. The plain meaning is, that the 

* Ef; Oise, an © mailyp . Os 5 9 he mv7:m1ng L, as 
uo; T0; nu 150% od cr & © u 6 7 - , 20 
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Godhead of Father and Son is all one: Direg 
ly contrary to what the Doctor cites the Paſſage 
for. After I had wrote this, I found that the 
Doctor Himſelf (p. 317. alias 285.) had tran 
lated the Sentence in the very ſame Words that 
J have done; excepting his putting derived (in 
ſtead of begotten) which might convey a lo\ 
Tdea to his Reader. But, not content with 
that, for fear a ſagacious Reader ſhould chance 
to diſcover the true Senſe of the Author, H 
inſerts a Note upon Divinity; interpreting it 
(divine Power) in Contradiction to the Au 
thor's known ordinary Senſe of Y&zoms, as well 
as to the Context. | 

P. 256. (alias 223.) He cites * Gregory Nazi 
augen, and tranſlates Him thus: © There i 
« but one God; the Son and the Holy Ghoſt 


« being referr'd to the one Cauſe. But then Hy 


adds a Note, which confounds all: Namely, ſays 
He, as being divine Perſons by whom the on 
God, or one Cauſe and Original of all Thins 
made and governs the World. Right; if We 
are to teach the Fathers how ro ſpeak : But 
what ſaid Gregory Nagian gen? It it this: 
«© may, as I conceive, preſerve (the Doctrin 
,) one God, by referring both the Son and 
« Holy Ghoſt to one Cauſe, without Compo 


< fition, or Confuſion ; and by aſſerting (28! 
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US may ſay) one and the ſame Movement, and 
will of the Godhead, together with Sameneſs 
of Eſſence. Here is not a Syllable about the 
ne God's governing the World by his Son and 
is Spirit; Which, tho' a true Notion, is not 
ficient to account for the Unity ; nor is it 
VWGrezory's Account of it, as the Reader muſt 
i we imagined from the Doctor's Comment. 
cl P. 323. (alias 292.) The learned Doctor by 
He jrong Pointing, and Miſtranſlating, perverts a 
 Waiſſage of Juſtin Martyr. But J have explain d 
uad vindicated the true Senſe of it * elſewhere. 
Ii p. 325. (alias 293.) He produces an excellent 
Wilage of Irenzus, and tranſlates it juſtly. 
ut fearing it might ſound too high, He ſub- 
- 1Moins a leſſening Note, to draw oft the Reader's 
01houghts. © This Paſſage (ſays He) is parallel 
EF to Thoſe wherein He calls the Son and Spirit 
the Hands of rhe Father, namely, executing 
V9 his Mill as perfeitly, as a Man's own Hands 
perform the Will of the Man. But why may 
t not be rather parallel to thoſe Paſſages 
bulWhercin the Author ſays, the Son and Holy 
We urit are (in a qualified Senſe) the very Self 
Tuck the Father? They are here called his own 
an F/ pring, and his own Figure and all the 
DO Angels are ſaid to ſerve and do obepſance to 
as hem. Does not this ſound ſomething higher 
lan executing the Father's Mill, however per- 
%? Or, than the low Metaphor about a 
9. in, and his Hands, as the Doctor repreſents 
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it? True, Irenæus, and many other of the of! 
thers, uſed that Expreſſion, which They roo of 
from Scripture ; but They underſtood a grea * 
deal more by its The ſame as by 3 Vys, of 
virtus, the mighty Power of God, and God 
Himſelf, | 

In the ſame Page, He cites another excellenf 
Paſſage of + Irenzus; and J am glad to hag 
rhis Opportunity of ſerting before the Reader] 
in its true Light, ſo illuſtrious a Teſtimony of 
a Co-eternal and Co-eſſential Trinity. The 
literal Tranſlation of the Greek may run thus 


« Man being created and faſhioned, is mui in 
e after the Image and Likeneſs of the wncrea th 
* fed God: The Father deſigning and giving . 
« out Orders; the Son executing and creating] T 
© the Holy Ghoſt ſupplying Nutriment and ® 
% Increaſe.” Here youll obſerve, that the join © 
Operations of the three divine Perſons, con of 
curring in the Creation of Man, are ſet forth th 
in ſuch a Manner, as to intimate both the di * 
ſtint Perſonality, and Unity of Eſſence. Tha" 
drenzus ſuppoſed the three Perſons to be thd b. 
one d e Oed, or eternal God, here pokes a 


of, may appear; 1. From his in troducing thc 
three Perſons immediately after, as Explanatory | 


* Vid. Tertull. Contr. Hermog. c. 45. Euſeb in Pſalm. | 
701. 722. Athanaſ. p. 214. 880. Ed. Bened. Hieron. Tom, 4. | 
49. Ed. Bened. Baſil. Contr, Eunom. . 5. p. 11. 
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of it *. 2. From b his underſtanding Gen. 1. 26. 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Let Us 
make, and alſo, ter Ou x Image, fo that the 
Image of any one is the Image of all. 3. From 
henzus's other known Principles; his aſſert- 
ing the Son to be infectus, or aywmrh. ; (un- 
created) and ſuppoſing the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
to be the © SAF of the Father; and {peaking of 
Father and Son together, as one God. 4. From 
ſeveral Hints in the ſame Chapter, all confirm- 
ing this Senſe. One Character of the ayiwrur@e, 
there given, is e.: The ſame Character is, 
in the fame Chaper, d applied to the Son, in 
the fame Senſe, All Things, but the aq4 . 
are ſaid to be in © Subfection: among which 
Things, Irenæus can never be ſuppoſed to in- 
clude the Son and Holy Spirit. And farther, 
every thing that is not, «q%»{gs, comes ſhort 
of Perfection, according to f [renaus; who, at 
the ſame time, aſſerts the Perfection of the Son, 
as before ſaid. Theſe Things conſider d, the 
meaning of Irenæus, in this Paſſage, appears to 
be, that the three divine Perſons are one eternal, 
or uncreated God, as ailo one Creator. How 
then came the Doctor to cite ſuch a Paſſage, 

a Compare a Paſſage of Hippolytus cited above, p. 22. 

b Manus Dei ad quas pater loquens, dicit, Factamus Hominem 
ad Imaginem & Similitudinem Nos TRAM. Iren. I. 5. c. 1. p. 293. 

Idem ipſe qui initio plaſmavit Adam, cum quo & loquebatur 
Pater: FActamus Hominem ſecundum Imaginem & Similitudi- 
nem NOSTRAM, I. f. c. 15. p. 312. Vid. & I. 4. c. 20. p. 253. 

b dier ieee, | 

d "Tio; * Oed tee wv. p-. 284. 
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which threatens nothing but Ruine and Deſtry. 
ction to his Principles? The Caſe is this: The 
learned Doctor, by a ſtrange over-ſight, read 
T3 u Oed, inſtead of 18 uiv [latey;, tho Both the 


Greek and the old Latin agree in this laſt Read. | 
ing. This Alteration, in the Text, ſpoils all | 
the Elegance, and alters the whole Turn of the | 
Sentence: Beſides this, the Doctor tranſlates 
ayes, unbegotten, inſtead of unmade ; not 


obſerving the Antitheſis, between qavrams 'Ay- 


Fps, and ag4mmnty Ses, nor attending to, In. 
fecti Dei, in the old Tranſlation ; which might 
have ſet Him right. Thus far I have gone on 


with ſome of the Doctor's Quotations; but give 
me leave to ſtep back for a few more, which 
have overlook'd. 


P. 308. (alias 276.) The learned Doctor pro- 
duces a Paſſage of Baſil, which He renders | 


thus; very ſurprizingly. © We affirm that ac- 
« cording to the natural Order of Cayſes and 


« Effetts, the Father muſt have the pre- emi- 


< nence before the Son. Whoever heard be- 


fore from any Catholick, that the Son was an 


Effect of the Father? Could Baſil ſay this? If 


the Doctor would but have ſuffer d the very 
next immediate Words, which make part of the 
Sentence to appear, They would have unde- 


ceived his Reader. The literal Conſtruction of 
the whole Sentence is this: We do indeed allow 


* ee M, a wer T1 rd ina cee Te £5 r νν t- 
mT, 8 You T Tate O xams 0 2 N Os Alg 
Bain, dl uu u Thy xf Ueεε. Baſil. Contr. Eun, I. 1. p. 31. 


that, 
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« that, in reſpect of the natural Order of 
« (Emanattive) Cauſes and Things iſſuing from 
them, the Father is Prior in Order to the 
« Son: Bur as to any Difference in Nature, or 
« Priority of Time, we allow no ſuch Thing. 
Baſil had juſt before explain d what He meant 
by the Father's being Prior in order of Cau- 
ſality, by the Inſtance of Fire, and Light 
ſtreaming from it. 
Pag. 317. (alias 285.) The Doctor has ano- 
ther Citation from + Baſel, which He renders 
thus: © Therefore our Lord ſaith, all mine are 
« thine, as referring to the Father, the original 
* Cauſe of all Things: And thine are mine; 
* as ſignifying that from the Father was derived 
to Him the Power of producing Things. The 
true Rendring is thus, very near the Letter. 
| © Therefore our Lord ſaith, all mine are 
* thine, in as much as the Original of the 
Creatures is referrd up to the Father: And 
* thine are mine, 1n as much as the Power of 
Creating deſcends from Him, to the Son. 
That is, with his Eſence, as Baſil explains 
r little after. The Doctor, I preſume, did 
not care that his Reader ſhould know, how 
clearly Baſil diſtinguiſnes the Son from the 
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| (Anwwpppale ) Creatures; and not only fo, 

bur ſuppoſes the Creatures of the Father to be 
Creatures of the Son likewiſe. The Doctor in- 

tended ſomething by al Things, in one place, 
and Things only, in the other. But Baſil is 
unconcern d in it. „ 

I muſt juſt take notice, how particularly fond 
the learned Doctor is of the Phraſe, was produced | 
(See p.275. 277. 281. 291.) which He uſes fre- 
quently, without any warrant from the Authors | 
He tranſlates ; and for no other reaſon, that! 
can ſee, but becauſe it is apt to convey a low | 
Idea (the Idea of a Creature, tho the Doctor 
does not like the name) to the Engliſi Reader. | 
J ſhall proceed no farther in this Article, hav- 
ing given Inſtances enough to ſhow that ſome 
Abatements and Allowances ſhould be made us, 
for ſuch Conceſſions, as are really no Conceſ- 
ſions in the Authors Themſelves. Upon the 
whole, one might really wonder that the 
learned Doctor, who had ſo wide a Field of 


Antiquity to _ in, and was only toil j 
pick our ſuch Paſſages, as running in general 
Terms, or taken ſeparately, might be made » 
to appear under ſuch a View as He intended, MW t. 
ſhould produce no more; but be forc'd even t. 
to wreſt and torture ſeveral of thoſe He hadi re 
found, by prefacing, commenting, and tran! b. 
lating, to accommodate Them at length hardlyM la 


and after great Reluctance, to his Purpoſe 
Tou will ſay, perhaps, that rhe Doctor ſers light 
by the Fathers, and lays no ſtreſs upon Too 7 
| ] ina 
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I ſhall believe you, when He fairly gives them 
up. At preſent, it muſt be thought that They 
are eſteem'd of ſome Moment, when a Book is 
ſtuffed with Quotations out of Them, and ſo 
much pains taken to make Them any way ſer- 
viceable. - One that ſets ſo great a Value upon 
the meer appearance and ſhadow of Antiquity, 
can hardly be ſuppoſed to ſlight the Thing it 
ſelf: If the learned Doctor is ſo well contented 
with Conceſſions only, ſnatch'd, in a manner, 


and extorted from the Antients ; how would 


He have rejoyced to have found Them come 
heartily, readily, and throughly into his Scheme, 
as They do into Ours? _ et 
II. Bur ſuppoſing all the Doctor's Quotations 
from the Poſ?-Nicene, or Ante- Nicene Writers 
had been ar leaſt real and full Conceſſions; yet 
there is ſomething ſo peculiar in this new way 
of quoting Conceſſions, without taking notice 
of what ſhould come in ro explain; or ballance 
Them, that we have reaſon ro except againſt 
it, as not a fair way of dealing. 
1. Becauſe, tho? the learned Doctor does give 
notice in his Preface, that we are not to take 
the Opinion of the Authors, in the whole, from 
thoſe Quotations : yet many may happen to 
read rhe Book withour conſidering, or remem- 


bring a ſhort hint in the Preface ; and ſo may 


lay a greater ſtreſs upon thoſe Authorities than 
the Doctor intended. 
2. Becauſe the Doctor no where (in d cripture- 


Doctrine) gives any Marks of Diſtinction for an 
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ordinary Reader to underſtand, where He in- 
tended a Conceſſion only of an Author, and 
where his intire Opinion ; where He agreed 
with the Doctor in part only, and where in 
the whole. Inſtead of rhis, He rarely lets his 
Engliſh Reader ſee more of any Paſſage, than 
may appear to comport with, and favour his 
own Hypotheſis; either ſtriking out what might 
have diſcover it to be a Conceſſion in part, or 
diſguiſing it in his Tranſlation, or explaining it 
away, by his prefacing it, or commenting up- 
on it. Beſides, ſince Authors have very ſeldom, 
if ever, been cited in this manner (by Men of 
Character) in favour of ſuch Principles as They 
really diſown d and rejected in the main; Rea- 
ders will be apt to carry that Preſumption and 
Prejudice along with Them; and a ſhort Ad- 
vertiſement in the Preface, will not be ſufficient 
to prevent it. 3 

3. Another reaſon againſt this Method is, that 
it gives a Handle to many to boaſt of the nu- 
merous Collections of Dr. Clarke againſt the 


Received Doctrine. See (beſides others) rhe 


Difſwaſrue from inquiring into the Doctrine 


of the Trinity (p. 28.) where this very uſe is 
made of it. By this means, Truth is darken d, 
Evidences perplex'd, and the common Readers 


rather puzzled and confounded, than let into | 


the true State of the Fact; ſo far as relates to 

the Judgment of the Antients. 
4- It ſhovld be conſider d that the moral 
Obliquity and Zufitudè of miſquoting or mil- 
repre- 
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repreſenting Authors, conſiſts in this: That it 
is a means to deceive the Simple, to ſurprize 
the Unwary and Unlearned (who muſt, or will 
receive Things upon Truſt) it is taking Ad- 
vantage of the blind Side of Human Nature, lay- 
ing a Snare for ſuch Readers (perhaps Ninety- 
nine in a Hundred) as read not with due Care 
and Thought. I do not ſee but this very Me- 
thod of the Doctor's (tho He has endeavour'd 
to leſſen the Scandal of it) is big with all this 
Miſchief. He has indeed given Notice; and 
wiſe Men and Scholars would have been ſecure 
enough wthout it: Others will not be fo, wth 
it: And therefore He is ſtill to take Advantage 
of the Ignorance of one, the Partiality of ano- 
ther, the Forgetfullneſs of a third, the Credulity, 
Simplicity, Haſt, and Inadvertency of as many 
as come unprepared and unfurniſh'd to the read- 
ing his Citations. The Thing it ſelf, you may 
perceive, is equally miſchievous, however gilded 
over with ſpecious Pretences. And there's no 
more in it than this: Miſfepreſcutations pra- 
» BY #54, and ar the fame time, ſeemingly defend- 
ea; and (tho the learned Doctor does not per- 
. ccive it) it is really nothing elſe bur contriving 
Ja way how to reconcile (if poſſible) a good 
„Name, and an i Thing together. 
8 5. It might be of ill Example, ſhould this 
| method of citing Authors (never before uſed by 
good and great Men) grow into Vogue. A 
Romaniſt, for inſtance, might, in this way, un- 
dertake to defend ſome of the Romiſh Tenets. 
Gg 3 It 
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It would be eaſy for Him to make a numerous 
Collection of Teſtimonies from the Fathers; 
and as much to the purpoſe as the Doctor's 
Collection is. Two Inconveniences He might 
foreſee; one to his own Character, upon diſ- 
covery ; the other to his Canſe, becauſe His 
own Citations might be turn'd againſt Him. To 
obviate the former, He might declare before- 
hand, that © He did not cite places out of theſe 
e Authors ſo much to ſhow what was the Opi- 
nion of the Writers themſelves, as to ſhow 
how naturally Truth ſometimes prevails by 
* its own native Clearneſs : And to obviate | 
the latter, He might ſay, He alledged the 7%. 
monies not as Proofs, but as Iluſtrations only. 
Thus the Writer might ſeem to come off pretty | 
handſomly : But, in the mean while, the un- 
learned and unthinking might be led aſide by | 
the fair ſhow of Authorities; and all the Re- 
medy left for them is, Si Populus vlt decipi, MF © 
decipiatur. Theſe are my preſent Sentiments M 
of = Nature and Tendency of this new and 
extraordinary Method of Citing ; which, how- 
ever, I ſhall be very glad to alter, if I ſee a- 
ny good Reaſon for it. To me it feems that it 
_ ought never to be practis d, tho' to ſerye the 
beſt Cauſe in the World, 

HIT. After all, I muſt obſerve to you, ſuppoſing 
the Method to haye been ever fo fair, and the | 
Conceſſions both many and real, the Doctor has 
{till failed in his main point, of making out the 
Importance of thoſe Concelſions, to the Cauſe in 


Hand. 
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Hand. There the Streſs ſhould have been laid : 
We did not want to know what Conceſſions the 
Fathers, in general, had made; being ready at any 
Time to make the ſame Conceſſions: But ſhow us 
the Connexion between theſe Conceſſions, and the 
Doctor's Concluſiun. This is the Point which 
ſhould have been laboured; and which required 
all che Learning and Acuteneſs which the Doctor 
is Maſter of. As thus: The Fathers aſſerted 
the firſ# Perſon only to be unbegotten, or un- 
originate ; therefore They muſt of Conſequence 
make the Son no more than an inferior God, 
or no God. The Fathers ſuppoſed the Son /ab- 
ordinate, as a Son; therefore They muſt, by ne- 
ceſſary Conſequence, deny his Conſabſtantiality 
and Co-eternity. This was the Concluſion 
which the Doctor was to draw out of thoſe 
BY Premiſes; and ſhow to be juſt and true. But, 
: inſtead of this, He drops the principal Thing ; 
Y repeats indeed the Conceſſions, ſuch as They 
rare, over and over; and by a multitude of 
dq Words (not to ſhow any certain Connexion, 
but only a verbal Reſemblance) He at length 
„ W flips his Concluſion into their Places. There is 
it really nothing more, in this Management, than 
je interpreting I what the good Fathers meant 
Well; giving a low Senſe to Words and Phraſes 
which They intended in a hh one; and put- 
he ting an Arian Conſtruction upon Catholick Ex- 
az preſſions. This is all that the learned Doctor 
he M hath really done by the Help of thoſe Conceſ- 
in Jans. In the ſame way a Man may quote all 
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the Conceſſions of the Fathers about a proper 
Sacrifice, in favour of the Sacrifice of the Maſs : 


Or their Conceſſions about a real Preſence, in 


favour of a Jus/tantial Preſence of Chriſts Body 
and Blood in the Euchariſt. Only, if He would 
do it artfully and plauſibly, He ſhould take 
care to reſt in generals; and ſupply what is 
_ farther wanting, by Intimations and Innuendos. 
This ſeems to have. been the very Method 
which the learned Doctor has taken to grace, 
and ſet off many of his Propoſitions ; the 
9. 11, 12, 17. 34, 35, 16. 39. 43. Or. The 
Conceſſions there cited come not up to the 
Points in diſpute betwixt Us, being moſtly ſuch 
general Things as may be admitred on either 
Side; and ſuch as would not have been ſuſpect- 


ed to favour the Doctor's Cauſe, in Oppoſition 


to Us, but by appearing in the Doctor's Book. 
To make them ſuit the better, the Doctor has 
form'd his Propoſitions, for the moſt part, in 
general, or ambiguous Terms; content to ſcat- 
rer Intimations of his Meaning here, and there, 
as He ſaw proper; and to truſt the reſt to the 


Sagacity, ſnould J ſay, or Weakneſs of his Rea- 


ders. And now, what is the reſult of this Me- 
thod of Citing, or what does it really prove? 
J will tell you frankly and plainly. Firſt, It 
proves that general Expreſſions are capable ot 
being pur into different Views, and may be 
made to look this way, or that (taken ſepa- 
rately) by Men of Wit. Secondly, It proves 
that when pertinent Authorities cannot be had, 

. Writers 
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Writers in a Cauſe will be content with Any. 


This is all. Having ſeen whar the learned Do- 


ctors Evidence from Antiquity amounts to; I 
thall next attend ro what You have to ſay in 


defence of Him. 
You perſiſt in it, that the Ante-Nicene Fa- 

thers and Councils agree with the Doctor 

m every Interpretation of Scripture, where- 


in He aiſagrees with the School- Notions. By 


School. Notions (a Term of Art) IT am to un- 


derſtand the Catholich prevailing Notions of the 


Bleſſed Trinity. And will you pretend to ſay, 
that the Ante-Nicene Writers agree with the 
Doctor in every Text? How ſtrangely you de- 
ceive your ſelf? Do the Ante-Nicene Writers 
interpret the firſt of Sr. Fohn, ſo as to make 


| the Father one God ſupreme; the Word another 


God, an inferior God beſides Him? This is 
the Doctor's real and intended Interpretation of 
it; and your's too, however carefully you diſ- 
guiſe it. Did the Ante-Nicene Writers inter- 
pret the Doctor's 300 Texts, or any one of 
Them, ſo as to exclude the Son from being one 
God with the Father ? No certainly : They 
declare the contrary, and proclaim Father and 
Son to be one God. TY it poſſible that the 


Ante-Nicene Writers (who underſtood all the 


Texts to be conſiſtent with the Son's Conſub- 
ſtantiality and Co-eternity, which the Doctor 
cites in Oppoſition to Both) ſhould interpret 
the Texts as He does 2 It is too great an Af- 
front to common Senſe, to pretend it. But the 
way 
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way is this: When the Doctor produces the | 
Texts, He expreſſes but part of his Sentiments; | 
and in ſuch general Words, as Catholicks and | 
Arians may Both agree in: And ſo far He and | 
his Authorities go on together. Afterwards He 
comes out of generals, bringing the Words down |} 
to a particular reſerved meaning, before con- 
cealed (and which the Antients would have re- t 
jected with abhorrence) and ſtill He appeals t 
to the Antients, as agreeing with Him in his Un 
Interpretations. Thus, for Inſtance; in inter- M 7 
preting the Texts which ſpeak of the Father N v 
as the one God, He finds ſome of the Antients M ;; 
ſay, the Father is Aud. d., the Son Second on- 1 7 
ly, or Subordinate, God of God. Very well: 5 
So ſays the Doctor too: And now, who can a 
make any doubt whether the Antients agreed M 5 
with Him in his Interpretations? But obſerve Tit 
the Sequel: When the learned Doctor comes to M r 
explain his own Meaning of Adr ., and Sub- t| 
ordinate, it appears from many broad Hints I v 
ſcatter d here and there, to be this; that the I a 
Father only is neceſſarily Exiſting and ſtrictly M I 
Divine; the Son another Being, inferior in ; 
kind (or what comes to the ſame, a Creature)M 1 
directly contrary tosall the Ancients. Thus ii 
you ſee, while the Doctor keeps in gene- v 
rals, and ſpeaks his mind but by Halves, He o 
and the Antients may agree together; as He 
and We alſo do: But as ſoon as ever He comes © 
to Particulars, and diſcovers his real and full. 
Sentiments, there the Antients deſert Him; 6 7 
| We 5 


Qu. XXVII. of ſome QUERIES. 451 


well as He Us. But beſides this general an 
ſwer, give me leave to obſerve that, as to ſe- 
veral particular Texts, the Doctor has no rea- 
ſon to pretend that the Ante-Nicene Writers, 
in general, were on his Side. Rev. 1. 8. is one 
of the Doctors Texts, which He interprets 
of the Father; and inſiſts much upon it, that 
the Antients applied the Title of awuvlozezme, 
the Almighty, to the Father only. And yet 
nothing more certain than that That ver 
Text was underſtood, by the Ante-Nicene 
Writers, in general, of God the Son: Catho- 
licks and Hereticks Both agreed in it. The 
Text was urged againſt the Carholicks, in the 
Sabellian Controverſy ; and was as plauſible 
a Text as any in the New Teſtament, on the 
Sabellian fide : Yet the Catholicks admitted that 
it was to be underſtood of God the Son; and 
readily allowed in Conſequence of that Text, 
that the Son was o azvlozeamp, the Almighty, as 
well as the Father. Sec * Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
and, probably, Orzgen, agrecing in this: The 
Doctor has not pretended to cite any Ante-Nz- 
cene, or any Antient Writer, who underſtood the 
Text otherwiſe ; tho He makes a ſhow of hav- 
ing the Antients in general on his ſide, in this 
very particular, 8 Doc. p. 63.) with- 
out proving any thing more than that the Fa- 
* Tert. Cont. Prax. c. 17. Hippol. Cont. Noet. c. 6. p. 10. 
Orig. *Aex. I. 1. c. 2. Vid. & Athan. p. 554. 684. 762, Ed. Be- 
ned. Greg. Naz. Orat. 35. p. 573. Andreas Cæſar: in loc. Hieron. 
in Zech. c. 2. p. 1718. Epipb. Vol. 1. p. 488. That the Son is 
rap, v might he ſhown from other Texts, Pl. 24. 10. Iſ. 6. 


5. Zech. 2. 8. See Euſeb. Dem. ev. J. 6 c. 16. Juſt Mart. Dial, 
. 107, Jeb. Hieron. Vol. 3. p. 519. 1718. Ed. Bened. 
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way is this: When the Doctor produces the 
Texts, He expreſſes but part of his Sentiments; 
and in ſuch general Words, as Catholicks and 
Arians may Both agree in: And ſo far He and 
his Auchoritics go on together. Afterwards He 
comes out of generals, bringing the Words down 
to a particular reſerved meaning, before con- 
cealed (and which the Antients would have re- 
jected with abhorrence) and ſtill He appeals 
to the Antients, as agreeing with Him in his 
Interpretations. Thus, for Inſtance; in inter- 
preting the Texts which ſpeak of the Father 
as the one God, He finds ſome of the Antients 


ſay, the Father is Abd. D., the Son Second on- 
 Iy, or Subordinate, God of God. Very well: 
So ſays the Doctor too: And now, who can 
make any doubt whether the Antients agreed 
with Him in his Interpretations? But obſerve 
the Sequel: When the learned Doctor comes to 
explain his own Meaning of Aùre e, and $ub- | 
ordinate, it appears from many broad Hints 
ſcatter d here and there, to be this; that the 
Father only is neceſſarily Exiſting and ſtrictly 
Divine; the Son another Being, inferior in | 


kind (or what comes to the ſame, a Creature) | 


directly contrary tonall the Ancients. Thus | 


you ſee, while the Doctor keeps in gene- 
rals, and ſpeaks his mind but by Halves, He 
and the Antients may agree together; as He | 
and We allo do: But as ſoon as ever He comes | 
to Particulars, and diſcovers his real and full 
Sentiments, there the Antients deſert Him; 

well 
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well as He Us. But beſides this general An 
ſwer, give me leave to obſerve that, as to ſe- 
veral particular Texts, the Doctor has no rea- 
ſon to pretend that the Ante-Nicene Writers, 
in general, were on his Side. Rev. 1. 8. is one 
of the Doctor's Texts, which He interprets 
of the Father; and inſiſts much upon it, that 
the Antients applied the Title of awvloxexmoep, 
the Almighty, to the Father only. And yer 
nothing more certain than that That ver 

Text was underſtood, by the Ante-Nicene 
Writers, in general, of God the Son: Catho- 
licks and Hereticks Both agreed in it. The 
Text was urged againſt the Catholichs, in the 
Sabellian Controverſy ; and was as plauſible 
a Text as any in the New Teſtament, on the 
Sabellian ſide : Yet the Catholicks admitted that 
it was to be underſtood of God the Son; and 
readily allowed in Conſequence of that Text, 
that the Son was o a oe , the Almighty, as 
well as the Father. See Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
and, probably, Origen, agreeing in this: The 
Doctor has not pretended to cite any Ante-Ni- 

cene, or any Antient Writer, who underſtood the 
Text otherwiſe ; tho He makes a ſhow of hay- 
ing the Antients in general on his ſide, in this 
very particular, (Script. Doct. p. 63.) with- 
out proving any thing more than that the Fa- 


* Tert. Cont. Prax. c. 17. Hippol. Cont. Noet. c. 6. p. 10. 
Orig. Aęx. I. 1. c. 2. Vid. & Athan. p. 554. 684. 762. Ed. Be- 
ned. Greg. Naz. Orat. 35. p. 573. Andreas Cæſar: in loc. Hieron. 
in Zech. c. 2. p. 1718. Epipb. Vol. 1. p. 488. That the Son is 
rap vp vu might be ſhown from other Texts, Pſ. 24. 10. Iſ. 6. 
5. Zech. 2. 8. See Euſeb. Dem. ev. J. 6 c. 16. Juſt Mart. Dial, 
P. 107, Jeb. Hieron. Vol. 3. p. 519. 1718. Ed. Bened. 
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ther was ordinarily or emphatically ſtiled 5 | 
We&vrToxexmoep, Which is true, bur not pertinent; 
nor is it giving us the Sentiments of the An. 
tients, with regard to this Text; but his own, ? 
Foh. 12. 41. is another noted Text, which the 
Doctor endeavors (Script. Doct. p. 102.) to | 
interpret in favour of his own Hypotheſes ; and | 
makes a ſhow of Authorities, as countenancing | 
Him in it. But none of his Authorities come 
up to this Point: So far from it, that They are 
all againſt Him; as I have ſufficiently proved 
under Query the Second, and elſewhere. The 
like may be obſerved of the Authorities which 
He produces (p. 114, 115.) to confirm his In- 
terpretation of Act. 7. 30, 31, 32. And I have, | 
above, ſhown you as much of 70h. 10. 30. and | 
other the like Texts; where you pretend to | 
have ſome Countenance from the Antients, for | 
your Interpretation. In ſhorr ; there is not a Text 
Which the Doctor can pretend to urge in favor 
of his main Doctrine, and againſt Ours; and at 
the ſame time ſhow that the Antients agree | 
with Him. As ſoon as ever you interpret any 
Text directly againſt the Divinity of Chriſt, as | 
underſtood by Us in the ſtri& Senſe, you go | 
off intirely from the Antients, and go on by 


your Selves. But enough of this. 


In anſwer to the latter part of the Query, | 
you obſerve that the Reaſon why the Doctor 
doth not admit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, 
as Proofs, is not becauſe They are againſt 
Him; but becauſe, tho They are clear 7 

1th 
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Him, yet, in Matters of Faith, He allows of 
no other Proof than the infallible Teſtimony of 
the Word of God. Es 5 
One might be willing to believe this to have 
been the reaſon, why He would not admit Them 
as Proofs, if there were not another very plain 
one, why He could not; could not without in- 
evitable Ruine and Deſtruction to his whole 
Hypotheſis. An Adverſary need not deſire any 
fairer Advantage of the learned Doctor, than 
to have the Iſſue of the Cauſe put upon the 
Doctor's Citations; taking in no more than is 
abſolutely neceſſary to clear the Senſe of the 
Authors, in thoſe very Paſſages. But waving 
this, let me ask you farther, why the Teſti- 
monies of Fathers may not be admitted as 
Proofs, Inferior or Collateral Proofs? If I can 
know from Church-I/riters, and from Scrip- 
ture too, what was believed by the Church. 
(in ſundry Articles) from the Beginning ; T have 
then two Proofs of the ſame Thing, tho' not 
Both equally Strong, or equally Authentick. 
The Proof from Church-Iriters is an addi- 
tional, -inferior Proof; but {till a Proof it is, 
probable ar leaſt, of ſomething, as to Fact; and 
not barely an 1//u/tration of a Dogma, or Do- 
ctrine. Are we able to prove what were the 
Opinions of ſeveral Sects of Philoſophers from 
the Books which are extant; and may we not 
alſo prove what was the Faith of Chri/tzans, in 
the ſame way, from rhe Books which They 
have left us? You ada, The Authority of the 
Fathers, 


Fathers, could it be proved to be unanimous | 
againſt Dr. Clarke, - ought not to determine | 
any Article of Faith. No; But it is a ſtrong | 
preſumptive Proof, that his Interpretation of | 
Scripture is not the true one: A Proof fo con. | 
ſiderable, that I know not whether any thing | 
leſs than clear and evident Demonſtration ought | 
to over-rule it. For, you muſt remember that 
Dr. Clarke, or any Moderns, as well as the | 


Antients, are fallible Men; and have only 


the fame Human Reaſon to work with, which | 
others had Sixteen Hundred Years ago, in an | 
Age of Miracles, and near to the Days of In- 
ſpiration. Moderns, at fo great a diſtance off, 
may, atleaſt, as caſily miſtake, in interpreting } 
Scripture, as you ſuppoſe the Antient and Uni- 
verſal Church to have done, in a momentous | 
Article of Faith. Well then; ſuppoſing that 
we had been for ſome Time debating this very 
Point of the Bleſſed Trinity, on the Foot of | 
Scripture : Mens Wits are ſo various, that ſe- 
veral Interpretations may be invented of the 
ſame Texts; and perhaps none of them ſo ma- 
nifeſtly abſurd, but that They poſſibly may be 
true; nor ſo manifeſtly right, but that They 


poſſibly may be wrong. What can we do bet- 


ter, in ſuch a Caſe, than to appeal to thoſe who 
lived neareſt the Times of the inſpired Writers! 


Their Judgment, their Deciſions, and conſe— 


quent Practice, are at length the ſafeſt Rule to 


go by; at leaſt till you can ſhow us a better. 
Scripture, you! ſay, is the Rule; and fo ſay J. 


You 
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You bring your Scripture-Proofs ; and J pro- 
duce Mine. You have your Solutions of ſuch 
Difficulties as I preſs you with; I have Solu- 


tions too, and ſuch, to be ſure, as I think 


Sounder, Better, and Juſter than Your's: You 
think the very contrary. Thus far, it is com- 
bating Text with Text, Criticiſm with Criticiſm, 


Reaſon with Reaſon; and each ſide will think 


his own Superior. Now, ſuppoſe J can farther 
produce a Cloud of Witneſſes, a numerous Com- 


pany of primitive Saints and Martyrs, confirm- 
ing my Interpretation, concurring in my Senti- 


men's, and corroborating my Reaſons : And 


ſuppoſe I find alſo that Thoſe, who took your 
Side of the Queſtion, were condemn'd by the 
generality as Heretichs and Corrupters of the 
Faith of Chriſt ; this will add ſuch Weight, 
Strength, and Force to my Pretenſions, that 
impartial Men will ſoon perceive, which is the 


moſt probable, which the ſafer ſide, and which 


it behoves them to cleave to. This is ſo agree- 
able to the common Senſe and Reaſon of Man- 
kind; and the Advantage of having Antiquity 
of one's ſide is ſo apparent, that I'll venture to 
ſay, none ever talk'd againſt it, who did not 
ſuſpect, at leaſt, that Antiquity was againſt 
Them: And this I take to be one of your 


greateſt Misfortunes in this Controverſy ; that 


you are ſenſible how much it would weaken 
your Cauſe to give up the Fathers; and yet, 
you are certain, in the reſult, ro weaken it as 
much, by pretending to keep Them. 
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Whether it be at all probable, that the pri. 
mitive Church ſhould miſtake in ſo material 
Point as this is; or that the whole 

Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould miſtake 


an telling us what the Senſe of the Church | 


Dag; and whether ſuch a Cloud of Wit- 
neſſes can be ſet aſide without weakening 


the only Proof we have of the Canon of 
Scripture, and the Integrity of the Sacred | 


Text £ 


T N Anſiver hereto, you admit that the Te. 


| ony of the whole Stream of Antiquity is 
Fllficient to determine, in fact, what Faith 


the Church hath always profeſs dd and declard 


in her publick Forms. I am content to put 
the Matter upon this Iſſue; and let the Point 


be decided from their Profeſſions in Baptiſm, 


Creeds, Doxologies, Hymns, which were pub- 
lick Forms; and from publick Cenſures paſs'd 
upon Heretichs, which are as clear Evidence, 
as the other, of the Church's Faith at that Time. 
Only JI would not exclude Collateral Proofs ; 
ſuch as the declared Sentiments of Eminent 
Church-Writers, the Interpretations of Creeds, 
left us by thoſe that recite Them; (ſuch as 


Thoſe of Irenæus, Tertullian, and Others) and 


Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, telling us, what the Tra- 
dition of the Church was, down to ſuch a Time. 
1 5 1 From 
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From theſe put together, we have very clear 
and full Proof that the Catholzck Church did 


all along profeſs a Trinity of Conſubſtantial, 
Co-eternal Perſons, in Unity of Nature, Sub- 


ſtance and Godhead. This, the Incomparable 
Biſhop Bull has ſufficiently ſhewn in his De- 


fenſio Fidei Nicenæ, Fudicium Eccleſiæ, and 
primitruva Traditio. Biſhop Stilling fleet purſued 


the ſame Argument, with Variety of Learn- 
ing, in his Vindication of the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, Chapter the 9th, which He concludes 
in theſe Words: © Taking the Senſe of thoſe 
Articles, as the Chriſtian Church underſtood 
them from the Apoſtles Times, then we have 
as full and clear Evidence of this Doctrine, 


c 


A 


c 


* 


cc 


Pretences, to the contrary, have been ſuffici- 
ently anſwer'd ; partly by the learned Gentle- 


man, who wrote the True Scripture- Doctrine 


Continued, and partly by theſe Sheets. You 
have little to object, but that the Fathers did 
not aſſert an individual Conſubſtantiality, in 
your Senſe; which is true: And is no more 
than telling me, that They were not mad; 
when I contend that They were ſoher. 

But you add; the Queſtion is, whether, ſup- 
poſing the Fathers had unanimouſly declared 
tor our Notion, whether (in a Queſtion not of 
Fact, like that concerning the Canon of Scrip- 
ture, but of Judgment and Reaſoning) ſuch 
« Teſtimony would prove that thoſe Scrip- 

| H h tures 


. Ws K.- J- 4 
5 — — — 
— tees. at 


— = 
8 Ie 
* * ; 
* . _ — Bs Ps PT. K q 
N F A - = I : 
* - — . - — . 2 : 
- <3 3 a 
— * 
2 a — - — — — — — — 
6 — — — — — — — — — — — —ů — — « 
— —— 
— a 
— = ee nad —_ 


as we have that we received the Scriptures 
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tures reveal it; or whether ſuch an Interpre- 
tation of Scripture —— would be as infalli- 
ble as Scripture it ſelf. But this is no Quo- 
ſtion at all between us. What we pretend is, 
that we have as good Proof of the Doctrine of | 
the Church, as of the Canon of Scripture, 
Whether the Church, after the Apoſtles, was as 
infallible as the Apo/?les themſelves, is quite 
another Queſtion. We think it very unlikely 
that the Apoſtolick Churches ſhould not know 
the mind of the Apoſtles ; or ſhould ſuddenly 
vary from it, in any Matter of Moment. We | 
look upon it as highly improbable that the Faith 
of thoſe Churches ſhould ſo ſoon run counter 
to any thing in Scripture ; ſince They had the | 
beſt opportunities of knowing what Scripture | 
meant; were made up of wiſe and good Men, | 
Men who would ſooner die than commit any 
Error in that kind, wilfully. Upon this, we 


( 
believe the concurring Judgment of Antiquity Y 
to be, tho' not infallible, yet the ſafeſt Com- Y : 
ment upon Scripture; and to have much more Y \ 
Weight in it, than there generally is in Wit and Y : 
Criticiſm ; and therefore not to be rejected, Y { 
where the Words of Scripture will, with any 
propriety, bear that Interpretation. This is y 
ſufficient for us to ſay, or pretend. We have C 
as plauſible Arguments, to ſpeak modeſtly, from I 
Seripture, as you can pretend to have: Nay, t 
we think your Notions utterly. irreconcilablel { 
with Scripture, according to the natural, obvi- c. 
-ous, grammatical Conſtruction of Words. And lc 


beſide 
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beſides all this, we have, what you want, the 
concurring Senſe of the Antients plainly for us. 
The Queſtion then is not, whether Scripture 
and Fathers be cqually infallible: All the Fa- 
thers together are not fo valuable, or to cre- 
dible, as any one inſpired Writer. But it is 
plainly this: Whether the Antient Heretichs, 
or Catholicks, as They have been diſtinguiſh, 
have been the beſt Interprerers of diſputed 
Texts; and whether we arc now to cloſe in 
with the former, or the latter. You would 
inſinuate that you have Jerzpture, and we 
_ Fathers only: But we inſiſt upon it, that we 
have Both; as for many other Reaſons, ſo alſo 
for this, becauſe Both, very probably, wenr 
together: And as you certainly want one; fo 
it is extremely probable that you have either; 
for this very Reaſon, among many others, be- 
cauſe you have not Both. This Argument is 
of Force and Weight; and will hardly yicld to 
any thing ſhort of Demonſtration ; much leſs 
will it yield to ſuch ſort of Reaſonings as you 
are obliged to make uſe of, wanting better, to 
ſupport your novel Opinions. 5 
The Sum of the whole Matter is this. The 
unanimous Senſe of the Antients, upon any 
Cantroverſial Point, is of great Moment and 
Importance towards fixing the Senſe of Scrip- 
ture, and preventing its being ill-uſed by de- 
ſultorious Wits, who love to wander out of the 
common way; and can never want ſome co- 
lour for any Opinion almoſt whatever. We do 
e Hh 2 not 
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not appeal to the Antients, as if we could not 
maintain our Ground, from Scripture and Rea- 
ſon, againſt all Oppoſers: This has been done 
over and over. Athanaſius, Hilary, Baſil, the 
two Gregorzes, Chryſoſtom, Auſtin, Cyril, and 
Others, undertook the Cauſe on rhe Foot of 
Scripture, and were caſily ſuperior to all the 
Arians. But ſince we have an Advantage, over 
and above Scripture Evidence, from the con- 
curring Sentiments of Antiquity, we think it | 
very proper to take That in alſo; and we ſhall 
not eaſily ſuffer it ro be wreſted from us. 


| 


-Q v3 «x XXX 


Il hether private Reaſoning, in a matter above 
our Comprehenſion, be a ſafer Rule to go 
by, than the general Senſe and Judgment of | 
the primitive Church, in the firſt zoo Tears; | 
or, ſuppoſmg it doubtful what the Senſe of 
the Church was within that Time, whether 
what was determind by a Council of 300 
- Biſhops ſoon after, with the greateſt 
Care and Deliberation, and has ſatisfyd 
Men of the greateſt Senſe, Piety and Learn- 
ing, all over the Chriſtian World, for 1400 
Tears ſince, may not ſatisfy wiſe and good 
Men now ? 


JT ERE you tell me, as uſual, when you 
have little elſe to ſay, that the Council 
f Nice knew nothing of Individual Conſub- 

| 1 1 ſtantiality : 
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ſtantiality: and then you add, pleaſantly, that 


you turn the Query againſt the Gueriſt, and 


lay claim to the Nicene Confeſſion. What: 


Lay claim to a Confeſſion made in direct Oppo- 
ſition to the Men of your Principles? You ſay, 
if any Conſubſtantiality is to be found in that 
Creed, it is the Jpecifick, not Individual. And 
what if it were? Would that give you any 
claim to the Nzcene Confeſſion? Are God and 


his Creatures Conſubſtantial, of the ſame rank, 
ſort, kind, or Species? You are forc'd to have 


recourſe to a Fzeurative Senſe, which Pre- 
tence I have obviated above. You are ſo kind 
to the Queriſt, as to be willing to ſuppoſe and 


believe, that He 7s not Ignorant of the true 


and only Senſe of the word blieb; meaning 
thereby the Speczfick Senſe. In return, IIl be 
ſo juſt ro you, as to ſay, that you underſtand 


the word very right; And yet the Nicene Fa- 


thers did not teach a meerly Specifick Conſub- 


ſtautiality. The word in expreſſes their 


Senſe ; but not their e Senſe, in that Ar- 
ticle. It expreſſes an Equality of Nature, and 
ſignifies that the Son is as truly Equal in Na- 


ture to the Father, as one Man is Equal to 


another, or any Individual Equal to another In- 
dividual of the ſame Sort or Species. And this 
was chiefly to be inſiſted on againſt the Arians, 
who denied ſuch Equality, making the Sor a 
Creature. Wherefore the rrue Reaſon, to uſe 
Dr. Cudworth's Words, only mutatis mutan— 
dis, why the Nicene Fathers laid fo great a 
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ſtreſs upon the dHα,juuv, was not becauſe this 
alone was ſufficient to make Father and Son one 
God; but becauſe They could not be fo With. 
out it. * *openG- the Son muſt be, or He 
could not be God art all, in the ſtrict Senſe ; 
and yet if He was barely GuosaG@-, like as one 
Human Perſon is to another, the t]/o would be 
rwo Gods. And therefore the Nicene Fathers, 
not content to ſay only that the Son is 5yoSnG-, 
infert likewiſe, God of God, Light of Light, Be- 
_ gotten, &e. and, of the Subſtance of the Father 
and this They are known to have declared over 
and over, to be tt any diviſion: All 
which taken together expreſſes a great deal 
more than 90529 would do alone; and are, as 
it were, fo many qualifying Clauſes, on purpoſe 
ro prevent any ſuch Miſconſtruction and Mil- 
apprehenſion, as the word might otherwiſe be 
liable to. The good Fathers, like wiſe Men, 
at once maintain d the Equality of Nature, 
* HiTres, quia Unius Subſtantiæ ſunt, Unum ſunt; & Summe 
unum ſunt, ubi nulla Naturarum, nulla eſt diverſitas Voluntatum. 
Si autem Natura Unum eſſent, & Conſenſione non eſſent, non 
Su ume unum eſſent: Si vero Natura diſpares eflent, unum non 


ellent. Hi ergo Tres, qui Unum ſunt propter ineffabilem Con- 
junctionem Deitatis, qua ineffabiliter Copulantur, Unus Deus 
eſt. Aug. Contr, Maxim, l. 2. p. 698. _ 
This is very full to our purpoſe; and, by the way, may ſhow 
how far St. Auſtin was from Sabellianiſm; which ſome have 
weary pretended to charge Him with. But there are many 
Paſſages in this Piece againſl Maximin, one of bis very lateſi 
Pieces, full againſt Sabcllianiſm, as well as againſt Arianiſm, 
J may juſt remark, that there is & deal of difference between 
Vnius Subſtantiæ, an Una Subſtantia. Two Men are Unius 
ejuſſemque Subſtantiæ, no» una Subſtantia. But the three Per- 
ſons are not only unius Subſtantiæ, but una Subſtautia. The mo- 
dern Seaſe of Conlubſtantial takes in Both. | 


which 
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which . expreſſes, and the Unity of the 
Godhead too. Guarding equally againſt Ari- 
aniſm, and Tritheiſm, They took all prudent care 
to preſerve the Co-equality of the two Perſons, 
without ing the Subſtance, which was what 
They intended. The learned Doctor“ repreſents 
this Matter ſomewhat crudely. He obſerves 
upon the Words in the Nicene Creed (OM ,t. 
e 178 r res ugvoyern, TeV OF Unts TH Ta- 
Tess) that the Son was not Himſelf that 2udi- 
vidual Subſtance, from which He was begotren. 
This He has ſo worded, that zudividual Sub- 
ſtance, wich Him, can only fignify zudividual 
Hypoſtaſis, or Perſon : And it is very true, 
that the Son is not hat Perſon, from whom, 
or, of whom, He proceedad : But the $ub/?ance 
might be undi vided, notwithſtanding ; which 
is all that any Catholick means by individual 
Subſtance. But their meaning, He ſays, 
was ; He was produced, not from any other 
Subſtance (as Man was formed from the Duſt 
of the Earth) but after an ineffable manner, 
From the Subſtance of the Father only. Here 
He leaves out the principal Thing, which the 
Arians aſſerted, and which the Catholicks 
guarded againſt, viz. Not from Nothing, not 
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5 oux oomyy. If therefore the Son, according 
y to the Nzcene Fathers, was not from any other 
4 8 Subſtance, beſides the Father's, nor from no- 


p thing ; it is very plain that (unleſs They fuppoſed 
a Diviſion of Subſtance, which They abſolutely 
reject) They ſuppoſed the Son to be of rhe 


Hh 4 ſame 
h „Reply, p. 33. 
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ſame undivided, or individual Subſtance with 
the Father. As to the Suppoſition of his being 
produced from any other Subſtance (as Adam 
was form'd from the Duſt of the Earth) there 
was very little occaſion to guard againſt it: The 
Notion is, in it ſelf, too ſilly for any Man to 
own. The Arians themſelves (againſt whom 
the Creed was contriv'd) never pretended it, 
but * expreſly difown'd it: Their noted Tenet 
was, that the Son was the t Thing made. 
The Nzcene Fathers deſign d, chiefly, to guard 
againſt the Suppoſition of the Son's being from 
nothing, which was what the Arians infifted 
upon; They and the Catholicks equally be- 
lieving it ridiculous to imagine any Subſtanco 
to have been firſt made; and then the Son to 
have been made our of ir. Wherefore, IJ hum- 
bly conceive, the true Reaſons why the Nicene 
Fathers were ſo very particular in the Words, 
c Ex TH; b Ts ts, were, Þ firſt, to 


ſignify that They underſtood Generation in a 


2 and not fgurative Senſe; as the Arians 

did: And ſecondly withal to + ſecure the 4zvime 
Unity. For, if the Son were, ab extra, and 
independent of the Father; the Alliance, the 


*Memorant Filium Dei neque ex aliqua ſubjacente materia ge» 


ritum eſſe, quia per eum creata omnia ſint. Hilar. p. 832 
T Vid. Bull. Def. F. N. p. 114. 115. EI Mt 78 Otod 85% 10g, ws 
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Relation, the Unity of the Perſons, in the ſame 
Godhead, had (upon their Principles) been loſt ; 
and Dzitheiſm unavoidable. 
This may be enough to ſatisfy you, that, what- 
ever the word o,gnG. may commonly ſignify, 
yet the Nzcene Fathers meant a great deal 
more than a Heciſick Unity; if not by that 
word, ſingly conſider, yet by that taken toge- 
ther with thereſt, which were put in to explain 
it. The Word may indifferently ſerve to ex- 
preſs an Equality of Nature, whether the M- 


poſtaſes be undivided, or whether They have 


a ſeparate Exiſtence. It was therefore pro- 
perly enough applied, in the Creed: And care 
was taken that both Generation, and Conſub- 
ſtantiality, ſhould be underſtood in a Senſe 
ſuitable ro Things divine; that is, taking from 
the Idea all that is low, mean, and imperfect ; 
and applying only ſo much as might comport 
with the Majeſty, Dignity, and Perfections of 
the adorable and incomprehenſible Trinity. + 

You ſeem to be apprehenſive, that you muſt, 
at length, be obliged to give up the Nicene 
Creed, as utterly inconſiſtent with your Prin- 
ciples; as indeed it is. And therefore, in the 
next place; you endeavour to leſſen the Credit 
of it; alledging, that the Council of Antioch be- 
fore, and the Council of Ariminum, and other 
Councils, after ( ſome of Them with a greater 
Number of Biſhops than met at Nice) deter- 
mind againſt the ci. The Objection 
drawn from the Determination of the Council 
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of Antioch, about Sixty Mears before the 
Council of Nice, you find largely anſwer'd by 
* Biſhop Bull. They condemn'd the word, as 
it had bon miſunderſtood and miſapplied by 
Paul of Samoſata ; but eſtabliſſd the very 
ſame Doctrine with the Nicene Fathers. 1 may 
anſwer you briefly, upon your own Principles. 


You ſay, Paul of Samoſata was condemn'd for 
holding o ., in the Senſe of mmdiuidual \ 
Conſubſtantiality (p. 118.) which, if it be true, 
was reaſon good enough for condemning Him; 
as you underſtand Individual, that is, in a 
Savellian Senſe. The Remark of Hilary, who 
goes upon the ſame Suppoſition which you do, 
may here be pertinently + cited; and may ſerve | 
as a ſufficient Anſwer. It is obſervable that | 
Hilary makes the Number of Biſhops in the 
Antiochian Council no more than 80; Atha- 
najus, but 703 Euſebius, an indefinite Num. 
ber; very many. It does not appear that They 
were near ſo conſiderable as the famous Coun- | 


cil of Nice of 318 Biſhops. 
You next mention Be Council of Ariminum; 


and give a hint of other Councils. It would 
have been but fair to have told us what other | 


Councils you meant, which had, as you ſay, a 


greater Number of Biſhops than met at Nice. | 


* Def. F.N. p. 29, &e, See alſo tr. Thirlby, 4nſw. 10 Whi- 


ſton, p. 103. Defence, p 96. 


T Male intelligitur Homouſion : 2 ad me beneiintelligentem! 
eſlus eſt: Sed nunquid Melius 


Male Homouſion Samoſatenus Con 


Arii negaverunt ? Octoginta Epiſcopi olim reſpueruur ; ſed Trecenti 


You 


& decem octo nuper receperunt, Hilar. de Synod. p. 1200. 
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You know, I preſume, or at leaſt might know, 
that you cannot name One, beſides the Council 
of Ariminum; which I ſhall ſpeak to pre- 
ſently. 

In your Appendix (p. 154.) You ſay the De- 
termination of the Comme! of Nice, for the 
elo, was rejected by a greater Council than 
than that of Nice, met ar Jeruſalem. But in theſe 
few Words, you have two Miſtakes ; or at leaſt, 
you have ſaid what you cannot prove. * Eufe- 
bing s Words, which you refer to, may mean 
no more than this, that the Council of Feru- 


ſalem was the greateſt He had known, ſince 


the Famous one of Nice. Your other miſtake 


is, that They rejected the Determination of 


the Council of Nice, exc. How doth this ap- 
pear? Did They ſay a word againſt it? Or did 
They make any Declaration againſt either the 
Council of Nice, or the 'ovsno! 2 Not a Sylla- 
ble. But + They received Arius ro Commu- 
nion: partly upon the good Emperor's Recom- 
mendation, who believed Him to have recanted, 
and to have come in to the + true Catholick 


Faith, as eſtabliſh'd at the Council of Nice; 


De Vita Conſtant l. 4. c. 47. p. 454. See Valeſius's Notes. 

+ See the Hiſtory in Soctat. I. 1. c.33. Sozom. l. 2. c. 27. 
ACE 216 Co: '! 

+ Arius ſwore to the Emperor, calling God to Witneſs, that 
He believed in Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as the whole Ca- 
tholick Church taught, which the Emperor could take in no 0- 
ther Senſe, but as it had been lately determin'd by the Catho- 
lick Nicene Fathers. See-Sczom. l. 2. c. 27. | 
And this may farther appear by the Emperor's putting Arius 
to tbe Teſt afterwards, to ſee whether He really acknowledged 
the Nicene Faith or uo. See Socrat. 1.1. c. 38. 


and 


mi 
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and partly upon Arius's = own Confeſſion of 
1 5 which was ſo plaufibly worded, that it 

it eaſily paſs for Orthodox, tho' it wanted 
the word {442z5nG-, Now, is it not very unac- 
countable in you to call this Rejecting the 
Determination for the OιHõ , when it was 


only receiving a Man, ſuppoſed by the En. 
 peror, and perhaps by many of the Council, | 


to have repented of his Hereſy, and to have 
embraced every Thing that the Nzcene Council 
had determin'd ; the very Senſe and Meanin 
of od it ſelf, tho? not the Word. 


Paſs we on now to the Council of Arimi- 


num, in the Year 359, when the Arians had 


the ſecular Power on their ſide, and made uſe | 
of it with all imaginable Severity. The whole 


Number of Biſhops in Council are computed 
at about b 400, and e not above Eighty of Them 
Arians. 4 All the Catholichs, at firſt, declared 
their unanimous Adherence to the Nicene 
Creed ; and proteſted againſt any new Form of 


Faith. All manner of Artifices, Frauds, and | 


Menaces were contrived ro bring Them and 
the Arians to ſomething like an Agreement. 
Yer the utmoſt They could do, was only to 
bring the Catholicks to ſubſcribe a © Confeſſion 
artfully worded in general Terms. And no 


ſooner did the Catholick Fathers, after their Ke - 


a Extat, in Sozom. |. 2. c. 27. 

b Sulpic. Sev. p. 267. Athanaſ. p.720.749. Maximin the Arian 
makes the whole Number 330. Auguſt. Collat. Tom. 8. p. 650. 

c Sulpic. Sever. p. 269. d Hilar. Fragm. p. 1341. 

e Quæ Catholicam diſciplinam, perfidia latente, loqueretur. 


Sulpic. p. 273. i turn 
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turn Home, perceive how They had been im- 
poſed upon by ambiguous Terms, and over- 
reach'd by Craft and Subtilty; but They“ con- 
feſs'd their Error, and repented of it with Tears. 
The Hiſtory of the Council at large is too tedi- 
ous for me to recite Here: It may be ſeen ei- 
ther in the original Authors, Athanaſius, Sul- 
icius Severus, Hilary, Socrates, Sozomen, 
Theodorit, and Ferom; or with leſs Trouble, 
and in leſs Compaſs, in Caves Life of Atha- 
naſius, or laſtly in Montfaucons. When you 
have well conſider d the Arts and Practices of 
the Arians, much the ſmaller Number, in that 
Council, you may perhaps ſee reaſon to be a- 
ſhamed of having mention d it, but no reaſon 


for oppoſing it to the celebrated Nicene Coun- 


cil. While the Council of Ariminum was free, 


and left to give their real Opinions; the Arians 


were condemn d by a great Majority, and 
their Principals depoſed. Even, ar laſt, you 


have no Reaſon to boaſt of their unanimous 
Agreement to a new Faith. It was a verbal 


Agreement only, to Expreſſions ſeemingly Ca- 
tholick: And probably, the Majority departed 


with the ſame high value and opinion of the 
Nicene Faith, which They brought with 


Them. Four Years after the Synod of Arimi- 


num, + Athanaſius reckons up particularly the 


* Vid. Ep. Liber apud Socr. I. 4. p. 183. Hicron, Contr. Lucif. 
Dial. Sulpic. Sever. £2 

I Athanaſ. Ep. ad Jovian. pag. 781. Theod. E. H. I. 4. c. 3. 
See Liberius' Letters An. 367. apud Socrat, I. 4. c. 12. Damaſus's 
Lett. Sozom. l. 6. e. 23. | 


Hoc eſt illud Homeuſion, quod in Concilio Niceno ad verſus Hære- 
. Churches 
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Churches which ſtill embrac: 


Thoſe of Spain, Britain 
Dalmatia, Dacia, Myſia, 


Africa, Sardinia, Cyprus, 


Lycia, Iſauria, Egypt, I. 
padocia, and the Churches 


cepting a few that follow 


them the whole World, anc 


throughout the World. E 


knows it, and has their 
prove it. And it is wort] 
count the Biſhops of Eg, 
among Them Athanaſius, 


of the Nicene Faith, about 


time that you pretend tl 
Council againſt it. Writin; 
Africa, They begin thus: 
* Satisfaction to us to hav 
« ſus our Fellow- Miniſter, 
“great City of Rome, an 
Biſhops in Council with 
« Synods in Gaul and It 
Defence of the true Or 
„Faith which Chriſt deliv 


* ſtles taught, and our F. 


** 


— 


A 


ticos Arianos, a Catholicis Patribus. 
ctoritatis Veritate firmatum eſt: quod p 
(propter novitatem verbi, minus qua 
tamen Fides Antiqua repererat) multi. 
Hzretica Impietas ſub Hzretico Imp 
Sed poſt non longum Tempus, Lib 
fe 1 Homouſion Catholicæ Fi 
enſum eſt. Auguſt. Tom. 8. p. 70 
T Apud Athanaſ. p. 891. 4 
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braced the Nicene Faith. 
ritain, Gaul, all Italy, 
yea, Macedonia, Greece, | 
prus, Crete, Pamphylia, | 
t, Libya, Pontus, Cap- 
rches of the Eaſt; ex- 
llowed Arius. He calls 
, and all the Churches 
J. He declares that He 
heir Letters by Him to 


worth reciting what ac. 


Egypt and Lybia, and 
/1us, give of the extent 
bout Ten Years after the 
nd there was a general | 
Vriting to the Biſhops in | 
hus: © + lr is the greateſt | 


o have ſeen what *Dama- 


niſter, and Biſhop of the 


ze, and ſuch a Number of 


with Him, beſides other 


nd Traly, have wrote in 
ue Orthodox Faith: That 
t delivered, and the Apo- 


our Fathers aſſembled at 


atribus, Veritatis Auctoritate, & Au- 
t: quod poſtea in Concilio Ariminenſ: | 


inus quam potuit intellectam, quod 
u) multis Paucorum Fraude deceptis, 


tico Imperatore labefactare tentavit. 


pus, Libertate Fidei Catholicæ præ- 
holicæ Fidei Sanitate ſonge lateque de- 
3. pP · 704. EI. „ f | 


« Nice, 
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«. Nice, from out of the whole Chriſtian World, 
handed down to us. So intenſe was their Zeal 
*-at that Time, in regard to the Arian Herely ; 
„that They who had fallen into it, mighr 
be reclaim'd; and that the Heads or Authors 
of it might have a Mark ſet upon Them. 
To this Determination (F the Nicene Fa- 
ther) formerly the * whole Chriſtian World 
conſented: And at this very Time, many 
Councils have confirm'd and publiſh'd the 
ſame: By means of which all They of Dal- 
matia, Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus, 
« Greece, Crete, and the other Iſlands, Heily, 


© Cyprus and Pamphylia, Lycia, Iſauria, all 


Egypt, the two Libyas, and the moſt of 
Arabia have acknowledged it. They go on 
to ſet forth the great Reſpect and Veneration 
due to the Deciſions of the Nicene Council; 
and ſhow how far it was preferable, in every 
reſpect, to all the Arian Synods ; and particu- 
larly to the pretended general Council of Ari- 
mmm, Which ſome preſumed, at that Time 
of Day, to ſet againſt it. The whole would be 
well worth the Reader's peruſal, and thither J 
refer you, for a more particular Anſwer ; that 
you may learn hereafter, not ro call every 
Thing hugely Romantick, which may have 
* To the ſame purpeſe ſays Marius Victoriuus, ſpeaking of 


the oven. | 
Conditum juxta Veterum Fidem (nam & ante tractatum) & 
multi Orbis Epiſcopi, trecenti quindecim in civitate Nijces, 
quam per Fotum, Orbem decretam Fidem mittentes, Epiſcopo- 
rum Millia in eadem babuerunt, vel illius Temporis, vel ſe- 
quentium Annorum. J 3, Cextr. Arian. 


hap- 
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happen d to eſcape your Not 
I muſt take leave to tell ye 
a Synod on your fide, fo fre 
every reſpect, unexceptiona 
Nice was. Nay farther ; tha 
tion was made to it, was c: 
Wiles, Crafts, Subtilties, and 
every Honeſt Man would be 
farther ; that, notwithſtand 
do, the Arians were not ab 
their Ground; but the Met 
Shock, and kept up the C 
Creed, were not only the n 
appear to have been as wiſe 
as pious Men, as ever the C 
with, ſince the Times of th 
I do not pretend that the 
in this kind of Reaſoning, in 
But it will have its Weight 
ſidering Men: Who reflecti. 
not a Thing to be coin d, 
Month; that it has been tl 
well, and by Perſons bleſs d 
of Underſtanding, and as gr 
are, or have been; and th: 
the wiſeſt and moſt excel 
therto gone on in ſuch a 
after a ſtrict and ſevere Exan 
apprized of the Objections 
ſay, who, reflecting thus, v 
of Contradicting what ſee 
well, and ſo deliberately ſe 


* 
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Notice or Obſervation. 
l you, there never was 
ſo free, ſo large, ſo, in 
tionable as the Council of 
that whatever Oppoſi- 
as carried on with ſuch 
, and refined Artifices, as 
11d be aſhamed of: And 
ſtanding all They could 
ot able long to mainrain 
Men who ſuſtain d the 
he Credit of the Nzcene 
the moſt numerous, but 
s wiſe, as judicious, and 
the Church was adorned 
of the Apoſtles. 
at there is Demonſtration 
ng, in favour of any Cauſe. 
eight with cool and con- 
eflecting, that Religion is 
in d, and recoind every 
cen thought on long and 
leſs'd with as good a Share 
| as great Sincerity, as any 
nd that the generality of 
excellent Men have hi 
ich a way, and that too 
e Examination, being well 
ections made againſt it; 1 
-hus, will be very cautious 
lat ſeems to have been ſo 
rely ſettled ; and will be 
rather 
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rather willing to ſuſpect their own Judgment. 


and modeſtly decline what looks like leaning 


too much to their own Underſtandin 

ever, ſuch Conſiderations may i of 6 * 
Thoſe who, not having Leiſure, Inclination, or 
Patience to examine throughly into this Con- 
troverſy (as perhaps few have) muſt be con- 
tent to judge as They can: And ſince They 
find the ſame Scriptures ſo very differently in- 
terpreted by the contending Parties, till The 
can Themſelves enter into the very Heart * 


the Controverſy, how can They do better than 


cloſe in with Thoſe, who ha I 

. th Thoſe, ve been in Poſſeſ- 
ſion of this Faith for ſo many 8 
have had, in a manner, in every Age, for at 


leaſt Fourteen Hundred Years, I will venture 


to fay, Sixteen, the moſt eminent Li 

Ornaments of the Chriſtian Church, E 
and defend it? This I mention as the ſafeſt 
way; and ſuch as will be taken by modeſt 
humble, and diſcreet Men; being what They 
can beſt anſwer to God and their own Con- 
ciences, even tho”, at length, it ſhould prove 
Erroneous; which yet has not hitherto, nor 
ever will be, I am perſwaded, made appear. As 
for Thoſe who chuſe to go out of the common 
Road, and to run Counter to all that has hi- 
therto been called and reputed Catholick, or 
Orthodox ; let Them look ro it, and be i at 
their own Peril. They muſt believe that the An- 
tient Hereticks were the Soundeſt Chriſtians : 
that the firſt General Council which met from all 


I i Parts 
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Parts of Chriſtendom, and having no byaſs, fo 
far as appears, to determine Them this way or 
thar, either did not know what was the Faith 
of their reſpective Churches, and what had been 
handed down to them by their Predeceſſors, or 
elſe wilfully and unanimouſly agreed to corrupt 
it; and that too in a very material Article, in 
which the ſumm of the Chriſtian Religion is con- 
tain'd; and in which the Nature and Object of 
our Worſhip is very nearly concern d. They 
muſt believe farther that the Churches, in ge- 
neral, throughout the Chriſtian World, through 
every Age (and even ſince the Reformation, up- 
on which Matters were ſtrictly look d into, and 
carefully re-cxamin'd) have fallen into the ſame 
Error; and ſo continue, even to this Day; ſome 
few private Men only, here and there, ſhowing 


their diſlike of it. Now, They who pretend 


this, muſt bring ſome very ſtrong Proofs to 
make good their Pretences. If They have not 
ſomething very Weighty and Momentous to 
urge; ſomething that carries the Force and Eyvi- 
dence of Demonſtration with it, They are firſt 
very unreaſonable in calling us to attend to 
what ſo little deſerves it; and next very inex- 
cuſable in their Attempts to draw others into 
their precarious Sentiments, and to raiſe Doubts 
and Perplexities in the Minds of ſimple well- 
meaning Men. Burt I paſs on to. 


QUERY 
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ut XXX. 


Whether, ſuppoſing the Cafe doubtful, it be | 
not a wiſe Man's part to take the ſafer | 
Side; rather to think too highly, than too 
meanly of our Bleſſed Saviour; rather t0 
pay a modeſt deference to the Judgment of 
the Antient and Modern Church, than to 
lean to one's own Underſtandiug? 


W T PON the Queſtion, whether it be not 
| ſafer and better (ſuppoſing rhe Caſe doubt- 
ful) to think roo highly, rather than roo mean- 
ly of our Bleſſed Saviour; you anſwer, queſt:- 
onleſs it is; which one might think a very 
fair and ingenuous Confeſſion ; and you need 
not have added a word more. You go on to 
ſay, that this is our moſt plauſible Pretence; 
in which, I think, you do it a deal too much 
Honour. I did but juſt hint it; and leſt it 
ſhould not be. of force ſufficient, immediately 
ſtrengthen' d it with. another Conſideration , 
which I am perſwaded will bear, if this ſhould 
not, and the rather, becauſe you have not 
thought fit ſo much as to take notice of it. I 
muſt however follow you, upon the former 
Point, that plauſible Plea, and which is ſo juſt, 
that you ſeem your ſelf ro give into it. Yet, 
I know not how, by ſome peculiar turn of 
Thought, you at length come to ſay, that it 
Y ll proves as weak and falſe as any other they 
ELL ever 
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ever alledge. If it prove no weaker, I ſhall 
be ſatisfied. Let us hear what you have to fay. 


Your Argument is this: Since Revelation is 


the only rule in the Caſe, if we go beyond, or 


if we fall ſhort, are we not equally culpable? 


J am very glad to hear from you, that Reve- 
lation is the only rule in the Caſe. Abide by 
That, and Matters may eaſily be adjuſted. To 


the Argument I anſwer: That you equzvocate | 
in the word Equally, and make a SJophiſtical 


Syllogiſm with four Terms; Equally culpable, 


ſignifies, either that one is culpable as well as | 


the other, or that one is culpable as much as 
the other; equally a Fault, or an equal Fault. 
Our diſpute is about the /a?ter, and yet all 
that you really prove is only the former. Re- 
velation undoubtedly is the Rule, and to go 
beyond it is certainly culpable, as well as it is 
ro fall ſhort of it; and yet not calpable (at 
leaſt not in this Inſtance) in the ſame Degree. 
Is there no ſuch Thing as an Error on the right 


Hand (as we ſay) or a Fault on the right Side? 


Of two Extremes, may it not often happen, 
that one is more dangerous than the other? 
This I aſſert to be the Caſe here: And I will 
give you my Reaſons for it. Our Bleſſed Lord 
hath done great and wonderful Things for us. 
If our Reſpect, Duty, and Gratitude happen, 


through our Ignorance and exceſſive Zeal, to 


riſe too high; this is the overflowing of our 
good- natured Qualities, and may ſeem a pitiable 
Failing. But, on the other Hand, if we hap- 

3 
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| 
| 
pen to fall ſhort in our Regards, there is not 
only Ingratitude, but B/a/phemy in it. It is | 
degrading, and dethroning our Maker, Preſer- un 
ver, King, and Judge ; and bringing Him down | 
ro a level with his Creatures. | 
Beſides; we have many expreſs Cautions gi- | 
ven us in Scripture, not to be wanting in our | 
Reſpects and Services towards God the Son; 
but have no particular Cautions againſt Honour- 
ing Him too much. We know that we ought 
to Honour Him, even as we Honour the Fa- 
ther ; which, if it be an ambiguous Expreſſion, 
we are very excuſable in raking it in the beſt 
Senſe, and interpreting on the fide of the Pre- 
cept. We know thar by diſhonouring the Son, 
we do, at the ſame Time, diſhonour the Father: 
But we are no where told, that the Father will 
reſent it as a diſhonour done to Himſelf, if we 
ſhould chance, our of our ſcrupulous Regards to 
the Father and Son Both, to pay the Son more 
Honour than ſtrictly belongs to Him. On thele, 
and the like Conſiderations ( eſpecially when 
we have ſo many, and ſo great Appearances 
of Truth, and ſuch a Cloud of Authorities to 
countenance us in it) the Error, if it be one, 
ſeems to be an Error on the right Hand. Now 
you ſhall be heard again. Car any Man think 
to pleaſe the Son of God, by giving that to 
Him, which He never claim'd or could claim? 
Poſitive enough. But will you pleaſe to re- 
member that the Query ſuppoſes the Caſe 
a (which was abundantly civil to you) 


I-i.-3. doubt- 
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doubtful whether the Son of God has claim'd 
it, or no; and the whole Argument runs upon 
that Suppoſition. This therefore diſcovers ei- 
ther ſome want of Acumen, or great Marks of 
Haſte. You add: It can be no Detraction 
from the Dignity of any Perſon (hom great 
foever that Dignity be) to forbear profeſſing 


Him to be that which He really is not. I 
perceive, your Thoughts are ſtill abſent; and 
you do not reflect, that you are begging the 
Queſtion, inſtead of anſwering to the Point in 
Hand. You are to ſuppoſe it, if you pleaſe, 
doubtful, who, or what, the Perſon is. In 


ſuch a Caſe, it may be better to give Him what 


He does not require, than to defraud Him of 
what He does: It is ſafer and more prudent 
to run the Risk of one, than of the other. 
You go on: It may well become ſerious and 


ſiucere Chriſtiaus to conſider, whether it is 


not poſſible that while, adventuring to be 
wiſe beyond what is written, they varnly 


think to advance the Honour of the Son of 


God, above what He has given them Ground 
for in the Revelation, They may diſhonour 
the Father that ſent Him, &c. I am weary 
of tranſcribing. Conſider, on the other Hand, 
whether it be not more than po//zble, that, 
while others adventuring to be wiſe beyond 
what is written (teaching us to profeſs three 
Gods, making the Creator of the World a 
Creature, inventing new unſcriptural Diſtin- 
ctions of a fiipreme and a ſubordinate _— 

IP, 


— 
2 


fo 
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ſhip, with many other Things equally un/cre- 

Ptural and unwarrantable) They vazmly think 
to bring down Myſterzes to the level of their 
low Underſtandings, and to ſearch the deep 
Things of God; They may not diſhonour both 
Fither and Son, and run into Hereſy, Blaſphe- 
my, and what not; and Sap the very Founda- 
tions of the Chriſtian Religion. You proceed : 
It may become Them to conſider what They 
will anſwer at the great Day, ſhould God 
charge Them with not obſerving that Decla- 
ration of His, I will not give my Glory to 
another. They may humbly make Anſwer, 
that They underſtood that His Glen was not 
to be given to Creatures; and therefore They 
had given it to none but his own Son, and his 
H. Spirit, whom They believed not to be Crea- 
tures, nor other Gods; and whom Himſelf had 
given his Glory to, by commanding all Men to 
be baptized in their Names, equally with his 
own; and ordering particularly, that 2% Mex 
ſhould Honour the don, even as They Honour 
the Father. If They happen'd to carry their 
Reſpect roo high; yet it was towards thoſe 
only, whom the Father principally delighteth to 
Honour; and towards whom an ingenuous, 
grateful, and well · diſpoſed Mind can hardly ever 
think He can pay too much. Upon theſe and 
the like Conſiderations They may humbly hope 
for Pity and Pardon for a Miſtake; ſuch an one 
as the humbleſt, moſt devout, K's moſt conſci- 
entious Men might be the apteſt to fall into. 
I'1 4 But 


OO 
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But what muſt an Arian have to ſay, at that 
great Day, if it appears that He has been ut- 
rering Blaſphemies againſt the Son of God, 
and reviling his Redeemer ( the generality of 
| ſober Chriſtians looking on, all the while, with 
Horror; ſhock'd at the Impiety; and openly 
declaring and proteſting againſt it) and for no 
other Reaſons, in the laſt Reſult, but becauſe 
He thought Generation implied Diviſion, and 
neceſſary Generation implied outward Co- action; 
and He could not underſtand whether the Unity 
ſhould be called Spec:ifick or Individual; nor 
how there came to be three Perſons; nor why 
One might not have been as good as Three; 
nor why the Father ſhould be ſaid to beget the 
Son, rather than vice verſa; and the like? Is 
this kind of reaſoning ſuitable to, or becoming 
Chriſtians, who have their Bible to look into; 
which alone can give any Satisfaction in theſe 
Matters? To go upon our own Fancies and 
Conjectures, in a Thing of this Kind, is only 
betraying too little Reverence for the tremen- 
dous and unſearchable Nature of God. and too 
high an Opinion of our own Selves. You have 
a farther Pretence, built upon your miſtaken No- 
tion of individual, which I need not take 


notice of; having already almoſt ſurfeited the 
Reader with it. 
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Whether any thing leſs than clear and evi- 
dent Demonſtration, on the ſide of Arianiſm, 
ought to move a wiſe and good Man, againſt 
fo great Appearances of Truth, on the ſide 
of Orthodoxy, from Scripture, Reaſon, aud 
Antiquity : And whether we may not wait 


long before we find ſuch Demonſtration ? 


N your Anſwer to this, I am rebuked, firſt, 
1 for giving the Name of Orthodoxy, to a 
Scholaſtick Notion: And ſecondly, for calling 
your Doctrine Arianiſin. As to the firſt, I 
ſtand ſo far corrected, as to beg the privi- 
lege of uſing the word, Orthodoxy, for the 
Received Doctrine. You are pleaſed to call 
it a Scholaſtick Notion. How far it is Scho- 
laſtick, I do not certainly know; But ſure I am 
that it is Primitive and Catholic. And I do 
not know that the School men were Hereticks 
in this Article. If They were; So far, you may 
depend upon it, our Notion is not Jcholaftich. 
As to your Doctrine being juſtly call'd Ari- 
aniſm,. 1 hope, without Offence, I may fay, I 
have made it plain to a Demonſtration (except- 

ing only that, in ſome Particulars, you fall be- 
low Ariauiſin) and I ſhould adviſe you here- 
after, for your own fake, to diſpute ſo clear a 
Point no farther. Bur let us go on. You add: 
F it be impoſſible, by the Rule of Scripture 


and 
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and Reaſon, and the Senſe of the moſt antient 
Writers, and Councils of the Church, that 
the Scholaſtick Notzon ſhould be true; and if 


there be no Medium betwixt (the Scholaſtick | 


Notion) and the Notion of Dr. Clarke (that is 


Arianiſm) then it will be demonſirated that 


( Arianiſm) ig the true Doctrine of Feſus 
Chriſt and his Apoſiles, as revealed in Scri- 


pture, and the true Senſe of Scripture inter- 
preted by right Reaſon, and as under ſtood by 


the beſt and moſt antient Chriſtian Writers. 
This is your Demonſtration; only I have 
thrown in a word or two, by way of Paren- 
theſis, to make it the clearer to the Reader. 
The ſumm of it is this; if the $cholaſtick No- 
tion (by which you mean Jabe//:zani/m) be not 
true; and if there be no Medium between Ca- 
bellianiſm and Arianiſm; then Arianzſm is 


the true Doctrine, Sc. That is, if /uppoſeng 


be proving, and if begging the Queſtion be the 
tame thing with determining it; then ſome- 


thing will be demonſtrated, which is not de- 


momſtrated. You do well to refer us to your 
Appendix for proof, and to ſhift ir off as far 
as poſſible. Demonſtrations are good Things, 


but ſometimes very hard to come at; as you'l 


find in the preſent inſtance, You may take as 


much time longer, as you think proper, to con- 
ſider of it. Give me a Demonſtration, juſtly 
| to called; a chain of clear Reafoning, beginning 


from ſome plain and undoubted Axiom, and 
regularly deſcending by neceſſary Deductions, 
- " 
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or cloſe Connexion of Ideas, till you come 
at your Concluſion, Till you can do this, it 
will be bur labour loſt, to endeavor to ſhake 
the Received Doctrine of the ever bleſſed Tri- 
zity. For, unleſs you can give us ſomething 
really Solid and Subſtantial, in an Article of ſo 
great Importance, the Reaſons which we 
have, on our ſide of the Queſtion, are ſo 
many, ſo plain, and ſo forcible, that the 


muſt, and will, and ought to ſway the Minds of 


modeſt, reaſonable, and conſcientious Men 


while the Church ſtands, or the World laſts. 


Any Man that duly conſiders what we have to 
plead from Holy Scripture, and what from the 
concurring Judgment and Practice of the Primi- 
tive and Catholick Church ; and reflects farther 
upon the natural Tenderneſs which every pious 
and grateful Mind muſt have for the Honour of 


his Bleſſed Lord and Saviour, the Dread and 


Horror of Blaſphemy, and how ſhocking a 


Thing it muſt appear to begin now to abridge 
Him of that Reſpect, Service, and ſupreme 


Adoration, which has been ſo long, and ſo uni- 


verſally paid Him, and by the bleſſed Saints 


and Martyrs now crown'd in Heaven; I ſay, 
any Man that duly conſiders this, will eafily 
perceive how impoſſible it is for Arianiſin 


ever to prevail generally, except it be upon 


one or other of theſe Suppoſitions: Either 


that the Age becomes ſo very Ignorant or 


Corrupt, that They know not, or care nor, 
What They do; or that ſome new Light ſpring 


up, 
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up on the fide of Ariauiſin, ſome hidden re- 
ſerve of Extraordinary Evidences, ſuch as, in 
1400 Years Time, the Wir of Man has not 
been able to diſcover. As to the latter, nei- 
ther your ſeif, nor yet the learned Doctor 
has been pleated to favour us with any ſuch 
Ditcovery : As to the former, 1 have too good 
an opinion of you to ſuſpect, that you can ei- 
ther hope, or wiſh for it. You will have a 
mind to try what you can do: And ſo give me 
leave to repreſent to you a ſhort Summary of 
what we are to expect of you. 

1. You are to prove, either that the Son is 
not Creator; or that there are 4 Creators, 
and one of Them a Creature. 

2. You are to ſhow, either that the Son is 
not to be worſhip'd at all; or that there are 
two Objects of W Parſbip and one of Them a 
Creature. 

3. You are to prove, either that the Son is 
not God; or that there are 7wo Gods, and one 
of Them a Creature. 


4. You are to ſhow, that your Hypotheſis i Sis. 


high enough to take in all the high Titles and 
Attributes aſcribed to the Son in Holy Scripture; 
And, at the ſame time, low enough to account 
for his zncreaſing in Wiſdom, not knowing the 
Day of Judgment, His being exceeding ſor- 
rowful, * crying out in his Agonies, 
and the like. You are to make all to meet in 
the one Alis, er Word; or elſe to mend your 
Scheme by borrowing from ours. 


5. 1 
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5.I muſt add; that, whatever you undertake, 


you are either to prove it with ſuch Strength, 


Force, and Evidence, as may be ſufficient to 


Y bear up againſt rhe Stream of Antiquity, full 
and ſtrong againſt you; or elſe ro ſhow that 


Antiquity has been much miſunderſtood, and is 
not full and ſtrong againſt you. 


Now you lee, what you have to do; and 


our Readers, perhaps, may underſtand what 


we are talking about, the Duſt being, I hope, 


in ſome meaſure thrown off, and the Cauſe 
open'd. Now proceed, as you think proper: 


Only diſpute fair; drop ambiguous Terms, or 


define Them; put not groſs Things upon us; 
contemn every Thing but Truth in the ſearch 
after Truth; and keep cloſe ro the Queſtion : 
And then it will ſoon be ſeen, whether Arz- 
aniſm, or Catholiciſm, is the Scripture-Do- 
Gtrine of the Trinity. 

There remain only two Queries. which I 
have any concern in; and 1 hardly think it 
needful ro rake farther notice of them, the 
| Subſtance of them being contain'd in the for- 
mer: Beſides that this Defenſe being drawn 
out into a length beyond what I expected, I 


am willing to come to a Concluſion. Youl 
excuſe me for not returning a particular Anſwer 


to your Queries, having obviated all that is of 
weight in Them, in this Defenſe of my own. 


Beſides, you have now had ſome Years to con- 


ſider this Subject, and may probably ſee reaſon 
to alter ſome Things; to contract your Queries 


inte 
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into a ſhorter Compaſs, and to put them cloſer 
and ſtronger: Tho' that part, 1 think, ſhould 
come, after you have made a Defenſe of your 
own Principles: Otherwiſe, you know, it is 
nothing but finding faults, without propoſing 
any way to mend Them; which is only a work 
of Fancy, and is both fruitleſs, and endleſs. 
My deſign chiefly was to be upon the Ofen- 
eve: The Defenſive Part, on our fide, has 
been handled over and over, in Books well 
known, and eaſy to be had. What was moſt 
wanting was, to point out the particular De- 
fects of Dr. Clarke's Scheme, which was thought 
to contain ſomething ew; and was certainly 
ſer. forth in a very new Method. | 

In Concluſion, give me leave to tell you, that 


I have enter'd into this Cauſe (after a compe- 


tent weighing of what I could meet with, on 
either ſide) under a full Conviction both of the 
Truth and Importance of it; and with a Reſo- 
lation (by God's Aſſiſtance) to maintain it; 
till I ſee Reaſon ( which I deſpair of) to alter 
my Judgment of it. Make you the beſt you 
can of your fide of the Queſtion, in a rational 
and fair manner. Truth is what I ſincerely 
aim at, whether it be on your ſide, or on 
mine. Bur I may be allowed to ſpeak with the 
greater Confidence in this Cauſe, ſince the Con- 
troverſy is not ye, but has been exhauſted 
long ago ; and all had been done on your Side, 
that the Wit of Man could do, long before ei- 
ther You, or Dr. Clarke appear'd in it. You 

may, 
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may, if you pleaſe, traverſe over again Scrs- 
pture, Antiquity, and Reaſon. As to the 
firſt; all the Texts you can pretend to bring 
againſt us, have been weigh'd and conſider'd ; 

and we have Solutions ready for them; while 
you are yet to ſeek how to give a tolerable 
Account of ſeveral Texts; thoſe, eſpecially, 
which declare the *Unzty. of God, and proclaim 
the Son to be God, Creator, and an Object of 
Worſhip and Adoration. If you procecd to 
Fathers, They ſtand pointed againſt you; and 
you are certain to expoſe your Cauſe, as often 
as you hope for any Relief or Succour from 
Them. If laſtly (which you think your ſtrong- 
eſt Hold) you retire to Philoſophy and Meta- 
phy/icks, J humbly conceive, you will ſtill be 
able ro do nothing. Ir will be only falling to 
Conjecture, after you fail of Proof; and giv- 
ing the World your ſhes, when They look d 
for Demonſtrations. I do not expect you 
ſhould believe one Word of what I have now 
ſaid; neither ſay I it to diſcourage any rational 
Inquiries; let Truth have its utmoſt Trial, that 
it may afterwards Shine out with greater Luſtre : 
Only let not your Zeal out- run your Proofs. 
If your Arguments have Weight ſufficient to 
carry the Point with Men of Senſe, let us have 
Them in their full Strength; all reaſonable 
Men will thank you for Them. Bur if, failing 
in Proof, you ſhould condeſcend (which yer I 


am perſwaded you will not) to Wile and Stra- 


tagem, to Colours and Diſguiſes, to Miſrepre- 
ſeutation 
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ſentation and Sophiſtry, in hopes to work your 
way through the unlearned and unthinking Part 
of the World; Then let me aſſure you before- 
hand, that That Method will not do. Every 
Man, that has a Spark of generous Fire left, 
will riſe up againſt ſuch Practices; and be filled 
with Diſdain to ſee Parts and Learning fo pro- 
ſtituted, and Readers ſo uſed. | 


J am SIR, your 


Friend and Servant. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 
To the Firſt EDITION. 


Have juſt run over the Second Edition of 
Dr. Clarke's Scripture-Dottrine; where 


I obſerve, that moſt of the Paſſages, which I 


have animadverted upon, ſtand as They did, 
without any Correction or Amendment. 
Where the DoCtor has attempted any Thiag, 
which may ſeem to weaken the Force of 
what I have offer'd above, I ſhall here take 


| notice of it. I had noted (as the learned 


Mr. Welchman had done before me) the Do- 
ckor's unfair manner of ſuppreſſing ſome Words 
of Chry/oſtom, which were neceſſary to let the 
Reader into the Author's true meaning. The 
Doctor here endeavors to bring Himſelf off, 
by faying, that the Words left out are Chry- 


ſoſtom's own Inference, and not the Expli- 


cation of the Words of the Text. But the 
Truth is; Chry/o/fomm's Inference ſhows plainly 
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what his Explication of the Text was; which 
 Explication repreſented ſeparately without that 
Inference, by the Help of the Doctor prefacing 
it, was made to appear in another Light, and 


to ſpeak another Senſe than what the Author 


intended. One in Power (xam Svapy) is the 
ſame, with Chry/oſfom, as equal in Power or 
Ability, and eſſentially ſo. He could never 
have imagined, that one in Power ſhould ſignify 
no more than the Doctor pretends. One havin 

infinite and the other only fuite Power, could 
not, according to Chr ſoſtom, be properly 
ſaid to be one, zam Japy, in Power. His 
Interpretation then, being not only different 
but contrary to the Doctor's, ſhould not have 
been repreſented in ſuch a Manner (by ſup- 
preſſing a part of it) as to be made to appear 


to countenance a Notion, which it clearly con- 


tradicts. I 

The learned Doctor“ has put in an Expla- 
natory Parentheſis to his Tranſlation of a 
' Paſſage of Irenaus. I have took notice f a- 
bove that He had not done Juſtice ro 1re- 
nus, in that Paſſage: And I am glad to find 
that the Doctor Himſelf is now ſenſible of it. 
He has not yet come up to the full Senſe of 
the Author; as you may perceive, by com- 
paring what He hath ſaid with what I have 
remark'd above. Bur He has faid as much as 
could be expected of Him: The wiſer way 


* Pag. s T Pag. 430. 
won would 


out of his Book. 


Pag. 248. The learned Doctor Criticizes a 


Paſſage of St. Auſtin; which I am obliged to 


take notice of, having made uſe of that Paſſage 
in theſe Sheets: I will give you the Doct- 
or's own Words, that you may be the better able 
to judge of.the Matter. After He had cited 
ſeveral Paſſages out of Juſtin Martyr, where, 


probably, 7uſ?in was ſpeaking of the Tem- 


porary ae9:awwes, or Manifeſtation, or Ge- 


neration of God the Son, He proceeds thus. 
Note In all theſe Paſſages, the words xa@ 
FG, and ea, and J:Arvo4,and dv, ſignify 


« evidently, not volente, bur voluntate; not 
the mere Approbation, but the Act of the 
Mill. And therefore St. Auſtin is very un- 
fair, when He confounds theſe tuo Things, 
« and asks ( utrum Pater fit Deus, Volens 


A 


an Nolens) whether the Father Himſelf" be 
God, with or without his own Will? The 
« Anſwer is clear: He is God (Yolens) with 


the Approbation of his Will; but not volun- 
tate, not Y Bw, not g, Seh, and 
« aud, not by an Act of his Will, but by 
« Neceſſity of Nature. Thus far the learned 
Doctor. This is ſtrange Milrepreſentation. I 
paſs by his Miſconſtruction of Juſtin Martyr, 
and his Inſinuation (grounded upon it) that 
the Son became God, by an Act of the Father's 
* Pag. 126, 
K K 2 Wil. 
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would have been, to have ſtruck the Quotation 
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Will. Admitting it were ſo; how is St. Auſtin 
- concern'd in this Matter, and how comes in 
the Doctor's Therefore, where there is no man- 


ner of Connexion? Was St. Auſtin Comment- 
ing upon 7uſi Martyr 2 The Doctor's 
Thought ſeems to have been this: That St. 


Auſtin, having admitted that the Son was God 


by an Act of the Father's Will, and being 


preſs d with the difficulty ariſing from that Sup- 


poſition, had no way of coming off, but by 
asking, whether the Father Himſelf was not 
God by his own Will. If this was not the Do- 


ctot's Thought, it is at leaſt what his Readers, 
very probably, will have, upon the reading 


the Doctor's Note. But to clear up this Matter, 


III tell you the whole Caſe. The Ariaus, for- 
merly, as well as now, being very deſirous to 
make a Creature of God the Son, ſet their 


Wits to work to find Arguments for it. The 


had a great mind to bring the Catholicks to 


admit that the Son was firſt produced, or gene- 


rated, by an Act of the Father's Will (in 


the Senſe of free Choice) and the Conſequence 
They intended from it, was, that the Son 


was a Creature. The Catholichs would not 
admit their Poſtulatum without Proof; and 


ſo the Ariaus attempted to prove it thus, by a 
Dilemma. The. Father begat his Son, either 
Nolens, or Volens; againſt his Will, or with 
his Will: It could not be agaznft his Will, that 
is abſurd; therefore it maſt be with his Will; 
therefore that Act of the Will was precedent 
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to the Son's Exiſtence, and the Father prior to 
the Son. Here the Doctor may ſee, who the 


Men were that firſt confounded two diſtinct 
Things, mere Approbation, and an AF of the 


Will: Not the acute St. Auſtin, not the Ca- 
tholicks; but the Ariaus. To preceed: The 


* Catholicks, particularly Athanaſius, Gregory 
Nazianzen, Cyril of Alexandria, and St. Au- 
ſtin (Men of excellent Senſe, and who knew 
how to talk pertinently ) eaſily contrived to 
baffle their Adverſaries with their own Wea- 
pons. Tell us, ſay They to the Arians, whether 


the Father be God, Nolens, or Volens; againſt 
his Will, or with his Will. This quite con- 
founded the Men, and their Dilemma; and 


They had not a word to fay more. For, if 
They had ſaid Nolens, againſt his Will; that 
was manifeſtly abſurd: If They had ſaid Volens, 
with his Will; then, by their own Argument, 
They made the Father prior to Himſelf. The 
Doctor perhaps might have help'd Them our. 
Leet us fee then: The Anfwer, He ſays, is clear. 


But what is clear? Does He imagine there was 


any difficulty in anſwering St. Auſtin's Que- 
ſtion, taken by it ſelf? This required no 
Oedipus; Any Man might readily anſwer it: 
But the difficulty was for an Arian to make 
an Anſwer, which ſhould not recoil upon Him- 
ſelf. Let us take the Doctor's Anſwer, and ob- 


* Athanaſ. Orat. 3. p. 610, 611. Gregory Nazianz. Orat. 35. 
p- 565, 566. Cyril. Alexandr. Theſaur, p. 50. 2. 
Tom. 8. p. 626. 994. Ed. Bened. „ 
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ſerve whether it could be of uſe. The Father, 


fays He, is God with the Approbation of his 
Will (Volens) not by an AG of bis Will. 
But if an Arian formerly had thus anſwer'd St. 
Auſtin, it would have made the good Father 
mile. For, He would immediately have re- 


plied: Well then; ſo the Father had his Son 


(Volens) with the Approbation of bis Will, 
and not by an Act of his Will. And now what 


becomes of your Dilemma, and your Nolens 


Volens? What could the Arian have pretend- 


ed farther, except ir were to perſiſt in it, that 
the Son was God by an Act of the Will? To 


which it would be readily anſwer'd, that this 


was begging the Queſtion; and ſo the whole 
muſt have ended. Judge you now, whether 


the Doctor or St. Auſtin had the greater Acu- 

men in this Matter; and which of them is moſt 

* to be very unfair, and to a ao, diſtinct 
Things. 


1 


BOOKS Printed for, and Sold by Cox- 
NE L I vs CK OWNFIELD, at Cambridge. 


'S Julii Czfaris quæ exſtant Omnia, Ex Recenſione Foannis Da- 
- viſit, cum ejuſdem animadverſionibus ac Notis Pet. Ciacconii. 
Fr. Hotomanni, Joan. Brantii, Dionyſ. Voſſii & aliorum. Acceſ- 
ſere Metaphraſis Græca Librorum va 1. De Bello Gallico, nec non 
Indices neceſſarii. Quarto 1706. 

M. Minucii Felicis Octavius, ex iterata Recenſione Joannis Da- 
viſii, cum ejuſdem Animadverſionibus, ac Notis Integris Def. He- 
raldi & Nic. Rigaltii, nec non Selectis aliorum. Accedit Commo- 
dianus, Rui Cyprianici Scriptor, cum Obſervationibus antehac Edi- 
tis, aliiſque nonnullis, quæ jam primum prodeunt. Octavo, 1712. 
M. Tullii Ciceronis de Natura Deorum libri Tres. Cum notis 
integris Paulli Manucii, Petri Victorii. Joachimi Camerarii, Dionyſ. 
Lambini, & Fulv. Urſini. Recenſuit, ſuiſque Animadverſionibus 
Illuſtravit ac Emaculavit Joannis Daviſius, L. L. D. Coll. Regin. 
Cantab. Magiſter, & Canonicus Elienſis. Accedunt Emendationes 
Cl. Joannis Walkeri, A. M. Coll. Trin. Socii. Octævo. 1718. 5 

Lactantii Firmiani Epitome Divinarum Inſtitutionum ad Penta- 
dium Fratrem. Eam ex vetuſtiſſimo MSto Taurinenſi nuper edi- 
tam recenſuit, & ſuis animadverſionibus illuſtravit, ac emendavit 
Joannes Daviſius, Juris & Theologiæ Doctor, C. R. C. M. C. E. 
Octa vo, 1718. | L . | OY 

Suidz Lexicon, Græce & Latine. Textum Grzcum cum Manu- 
ſcriptis Codicibus collatum a quamplurimis mendis purgavit, Notiſ- 
que perpetuis illuſtravit: Verſionem Latinam Æmilii Porti innumeris 
in locis correxit ; Indiceſque Auctorum & Rerum adjecit Ludolphus 
Kuſterus, Profeſſor humaniorum literarum in Gymnaſio Regio Be- 
rolinenſi. 3, Vol. Folio, 71% 5 

C. Criſpi Salluſtii quæ extant; cum Notis Integris Glareani, Ri- 
vii, Ciacconii, Gruteri, Carrionis, Manutii, Put ſchii, Douſæ; Selectis 
Caſtilionei, C. & A. Popmæ, Palmerii, Urſini, J. Fr. Gronovii, VRorii, 

& c. Accedunt Julius Exſuperantius, Porcius Latro: & Fragmenta 
Hiſtoricorum Vett. cum Notis A. Popmz. Recenſuit. Notas per- 
petuas, & Indices adjecit Foſephus Waſſe. Coll. Regin. apud Cantab. 
Socius; & Nobiliſſ. Marchioni de Kent a Sacris Domeſticis. Prae- 
mittitur Salluſtii Vita, Auctore V. Cl. Foanne Clerico. Quarto, 1710. 

Emendationes in Menandri & Philemonis Reliquias, ex nupera 
Editione Joannis Clerici: Ubi multa Grotii & aliorum, plurima ve- 
ro Clerici errata caſtigantur. Auctore Phileleuthero Lipſienſi. Scri- 
ptae Anno mpccx. Accedit Epiſtola Critica Richardi Bentlei de ſo- 
anne Malela Antiocheno; Scripta Anno mopcxcu-. Editio Altera E- 
mendatior. Octavo. 1713. . 
Qi. Horatius Flaccus ad nuperam Richardi Bentleii Editionem ac- 
eurate expreſſus. Notas addidit Thomas Bentleius, A. B. Collegii S8. 

Trinitatis apud Cantabrigienſes Alymnys. OdGave. 1713. 


— 


Oꝛo peer Kngurxrngts H Theophraſti Characteres Ethici. 
Grzce & Latine. Cum Notis ac Emendationibus Iſaaci Caſauboni 
& Aliorum. Accedunt Jacobi Duporti Prælectiones jam primum 
Editæ. Græca cum vetuſtiſſimis MSS. collata recenſuit, & Natas 
adjecit Pet. Needham, S. T. P. Coll. Div. Johan. Cantab. Socius, 
Octa dd, 1713. . 

Bernardi Varenii Geographia Generalis, in qua affectiones genera- 
les Telluris explicantur. Adjecta eſt Appendix, precipua Recentio- 
rum inventa ad Geographiam ſpectantia continens, A Facobo Furin, 

. A. M. Collegii S. Trinitatis Socio. & Scholz Publicæ Novocaſtrenſis 

Archididaſcalo. Octavo. 1912, _ e 

M. T. Ciceronis de Finibus Bonorum & Malorum Libri Quinque. 
Et Paradoxon Liber Unus. Emendavit, Notiſque Illuſtravit Thomas 
Bentley, A. M. Trin. Coll, Cantab. Socius. Ofavo, 1718. 

V. Cl. Andreæ Tacquet, Soc. Jeſu Sacerdotis & Matheſews Pro- 
feſſoris Elementa Geometriæ Planæ ac Solidæ; ex Archimede Theo- 
remata, Accedunt Corallaria non pauca illuſtrandis Elementis ac- 
commodata, & Varios propoſitionum plurimarum Uſus continentia. 

Summa cura emendata, & XL. Schematibus novis æri inciſis illu- 
| ſtrata. A Gulielmo Mhiſton, A. M. Editio Tertia, Auctior & 
emendatior. Octavo, 1720. ſub Preoelo. 

Publii Virgilii Maronis Bucolica, Georgica, & Æneis. Ad opti- 
morum Exemplarium fidem recenſita. Editio Altera. 1 2-0. 1702. 
Remarks upon a late Diſcourſe of Free- Thinking: In a Letter 10 
F. H. D. D. By Phileleutherus Lipſienſis. The Fifth Edition. Two 
Paris. Octavo, 1716. 3% „(((( 
A, Sermon upon Popery: Preach'd before the Univerſity f Cambridge, 
Nov. 5th. 1715. By Richard Bentley, D. D. Maſter of Trinity 
College, and Chaplain to His Majeſty, Oftavo 

The Folly and Unreaſonableneſs of Atheiſm Demonſtrated, In Eight 
Sermons at Mr. Boyle's Lecture, in the firſt Year, 1692. To which is 
added a Sermon preach'd at the Public-Commencement at Cambridge 
July 5. 1696. By Richard Bentley, D. D. Maſter of Trinity College 
in Cambridge. The Fifth Edition Corrected. Octavo, 1719, | 

Chriſtian Morals, by Sir Thomas Brown, of Norwich, M. D. 
and Author of Religio Medici. Publiſhed from the Original and 
Correct Manuſcript of the Author; by john Jeffery, D. D. Arch- 
Deacon of Norwich, 1290. $7 16. | ED 

A Sermon preach'd before the Univerſity of Cambridge, On Wedneſ- 
day the 1ſt of Auguſt, 1716. Being the Anniverſary of His Majeſty's 
Happy Acceſſion to the Throne. By Theod. Waterland, M. A. Fellow 
of Magdalen College. Octavo, 1716. | | ED 

A Sermon Preach'd before the King, at King's College Chappel in 
Cambridge, on Sunday October the 6th 1717. By Richard Laughton, 
D. D. and Feilow of Clare Hall. Publiſh'd by His Majeſty's ſpecial 
Command. The Second Edition. Octavo, 1717. 

A Sermon Preach*d in the Cathedral Church of Ely at the Aſfxes 
held for the Iſle of Ely, Apr. 16. 1718. By John Whitfield, D. D. 
Fellow of Trinity College in Cambridge. Publiſhed at the Requeſt of 
the Grand- Jury and other Gentlemen. Ofavo, 1718. | 
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